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ABSTRACT • - . • ' 

This four-part report provides aft anal 
Rhode ^Island Teacher Center ■ (RITC) pilot program durin 
year 1975.^ Part 1 discusses the Center ^s ' iftajor functio 
alid relationship to the Bureau of Technical Assistance 
Rhode Island State Department of Education. * Part 2 exa 
'purvey of teachers a*nd administrators of selected s'cho 
Conducted to* determine the impact of 'the proje'ct. Thi^ 
discusses 4:he, purposes of thd survey, explains^ the typ 
information that were sought, and how th^ data wetfe ga 
summarizes the survey results, tart 4 reviews the surv 
applies them to the following ^ 1.1 project objectives:-^, 
learner objectives and measure performance with regard 
objectives^ (b) increase staff development in local ed 
agencies, (c) increase amount of .field-based inservice 
teachers,^ (d) , increase cooperative planning between in 
higher' education and local education agent staffs, (e) 
cooperative plaifning between institutions of higher e.d 
state depiortment staffs, (f) increase* the number of n'e 
practices iif, local schools, (g) reallocate budgeted re 
increase out-of-^istrict funding', (i) incre^ise indices 
performance, (j) increase number of clients -using, indi 
instruction, and* (k) establish a problem-solving capac 
education agencies. Also attached are the following ap 
survey instruments, (b) computer dat'a i^ables for siirve 
tables of • Ojpen-end'ed* responses. (Author/JS) 
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CHAPTER 1 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION' 





The purpose of this chapter is to give the reader a clear, 
accurate picture of the Rhode Island Teacher Center -- its 
major functions, its objectives, and its relationship to the 
Bureau of Technical Assistance within the Rhode Island State 
Department of Education. *^ 

* The following narrative describes in the form of a network 
design,- the overall organization of both the Bureau of Tech- 
nical Assistance (BTA) and the Rhode Island Teacher Center 
(RITC). This network illustrates at a general level the inter- 
relationships that exist between, the individual components 
within the two units. To further explain this network is a ' . 
series of descriptions of the major components depicted within 
the network. These descriptions have been abstracted from 
RITC and ERC documents, anddnclude: Rhodq Island Teacher 
Center Internal Evaluation Report, FY 1974, Volumes I & II, 
Charlottesville, Virginia; Evaluating the Four Teacher .Center 
* Pilots, Second Annual 'Report, FY 1974, The Rhode Island 
Teacher Center , (Charlottesville, Virginia; and Rhode Island 
Teacher Center , Providence, Rhod^e Island (E 120 RI). ;In 
the lexicon of the Discrepancy Evaluation Model, the network 
and component descriptions are called a. design. ^ This de^sign 
is tysed.^o give the readej: a concise view of the major inputs and 
proce^ses^ within the project. ^ 

GENERAL DESCRIPTION ' . ' , 

The Rhode Island Teacljer Center is an organization within the ' 
Bureau of Technical A ssistance. Collaborating and^'cooperating with its 



* Malcoljn* Provus, Discrepancy Evaluation Model, McCutchan* 
Publishing. Corporation, (Berkeley, California), 197h 



parent organization, RITC is designed to improve Rhode Island education 
by providing a variety of services to the ^chool districts across the state. 
Tl?e project is made up of three basic components: (1). Teacher Needs 
Assessment; (2) the Alternate Learning Center (ALC); and (3) Compe- 
tency-Based Teacher Education/ Competency-Based Certification (CBTE/ 
CBC). These components, working in conjunction with related bureau • 
43ervic^es such as program development, consultant?, and support-services 
are coordinated, by overall management and evaluation components. 

The interrelationships of these components can be more easily 
seen in Figur& 1, "Operate Bureau of Technical Assistance and Rhode 
Island Teacher Center, " which appears on the following page. Each of 
the blocks depicted in the figure is described in narrative form below. 

1.0 - Manage BT/ and RITC ^ ' . ;> . ^ 

The RITC director, and assistant director are responsible for the 
management of the center. They are advised by a fifteen-member board 
of directors, which serves as its ^ policy-recommending body. This . 
board is compos^fd of teachers, administrators, higher education 
personnel, community members, and state department staff, afid is 
■'directly responsible fo the Rhode Island Commission of Education. 

The director of the center also heads the Bureau of Technical 
Assistance, which gives him direct jcontrol over the progranj development 
and support services to facilitate the achievement of Teacher Center 
objectives. Planning and coordinating the various components is . ^ 
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accomplished aX weekly staff meetings attended by management and 
component coordinators* 4* the^e meetings, plans and activities are 
reviewed and discussed-for 'the individual components. Aside from the 
weekly staff meetings, project management work closely from day to 
day with individual component coordinators to review problems or assist 
in decision making. 

4 

. • <• 

\ 

2/0 ^ Conduct Internal Evaluation 

' RITC utilizes the Discrepancy Evaluation Model (DEM) to 
assess its operations 'and the extent to which its objectives are met. . This 
model requires specification of program standards (program design) and . 
evaluation procedures (evaluation plan)' in order to determine discrepancies 
between standards and performance. A special internal eyaluator was 

.appointed by the project. Assisted by the Evaluation Research Center at ' 
the University of yirginia, the internal evaluator facilitates the imple- 

"mentation of the model. ' > 

The major function of internal evaluation includes constructing 
and monitoring a. program design to serve as the standard for program 
operation and evaluation. On the basis of this program d^Sign, an evaluation 

■ plan is created; it is- geared to i;3entlfy the critical information needed 
for each of the compoj:ient9. Instruments are then developed and admin'- 
istered; Finally, data are collected from the instruments and shared 
with program mjanagement on a regular basis. ^ • . 

« * 
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3.0 - Operate Teacher Center 

♦ As already noted, there are three primary components within 
RITC: Teacher Needs Assessment (TNA); Alternate Learning Center 
(ALC); and Competency-B&sed Teacher Education/ Certification (CBTE/ 
CBC). Descriptions of each of these components follow. 

3.1 - Provide Technical Assistance in Teacher Needs Assessment 

The major purpose of TNA is the identification of staff training ^ 
needs at both the state and local levels. At the state level, needs 
assessment activities provide information concerning tfie training 

* needs toC^dministrators and teachers. Recently, a statewide survey 
was conducted that sampled the opinions of adnxinis-trators at both 
district and school levels, and teachers at elementary, secondary, 

' and special education levels. The results of this study will be used 
by the ALC ici planning training programs that- more closely address 
the specific needs of educators and administrators within the state. 

In addition, 'the copapone^t must help gaih the support of professional 

' »■ 

organizations that;ixnght-4De prime factors in conducting successful - 
needs assessment programs. 

In cooperation with the program development consultants, the 
TNA coordinatdr helps support individual local education agencies 
through distribution of a "How-to" manual, consultation in problem * 
arejts, communication ^ith other assessment experts, and with 
funding sources. 

- vO' • • 



3.2 - Provide In-Service Training (Alternate Learning Center ) 

ALC is the in-service training component for RITC. Its major 
objective is to deliver validated programs- to educators across the 
.state in order to provide workable solutions to problems within 

1 

local school districts. Validated programs, or products, derived . ^ 
from research and development laboratories, as wel^ as school-based 

' developers, are collected by the ALC coordinator and reviev^jed by a 
"program selection committee made up of teachers, administrators, 
higher education personnel, state department staff, and community 
members. The final selection of programs for educators is made 
by the Teacher Center staff. 

Once the 'products are selected, the ALC'carries out four major 
functions. First is to make local educators aware of the. available 
products through a'n Awareness Conference; these- annual conferences 
have involved about 200 educators pjer year, and a total of twenty-one . 
products have been presented in four years>^ The second function is 
to develop ?Lnd submit for funding proposals fof in-service training. . 

. PJrogram development consultants work^rectly with individual districts 
in developing these proposals, 166 of which, out of a total of 200, 
have been funded. ^ ^ 



1. A validated program is defined as one in whiph clearly stated 
objectives have been implemented for a period of time sufficient to 
deirionstrate significant improvement by means of an evaluation design 
and is amenable-to replication (that is, capable of adoption or ^ 
Adaptation and cost feasible). 

' 6 t 
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^ The third function is to select and train educators for the 

selected programs, which are co'nducted in local scho9ls wherever 

' I ' . • 

possible. 'The fourth "function is the schediiUng of the workshops, 

identification of 'sites, etc. ,A pproximatel> 30 percent'of theKhode 

Island educators from 77 percent of the local education agencies have . 

participated in ALC school-based in-service training. 

s 

In-service .training is only one step in the adoption of Validated 
programs. Local education agencies are urgfed to utilize the assis- 
tance of their ptogram development consultant in the installation of 
the products in their individual locale. ^ ^ 

Throughput the process, evaluation of critical activities is 
conducted. The ALC coordinator is continually kept abreast of 
^activities and situations^ and in so doing, is aided in making ne^cessary 
management decisions. . - ' , 

3. 3 - Competency-Based Teacher Education/Certification (CBTE/CBC) 

The primary mission of this component is to provide leadership 
to the state in the development of CBTE/CBC plans. ' Particular . ' 

• % 

emphasis has been given to encouraging the involvement of a Mde^ 
variety of educators teachers, administrators, higher education 
personnel, and state department staff members -- in order to gain ^ 

support from 'a broad, base of educators. 

" \ * 

Three major functions are involved.. First is fhe 'expansit^n ^ 
of a Vegionwide.data bawk on CBTE/CBC in which materials haVe . 



i 



been collected in cooperation with the Education Information Center, 

^creei^ed, classified, and disseminated* Second is the support of 

- ' - ' ' * 

actual CBTE programs at Rhode Island College and the University 
of Rhode Island. Third is the support provided to state level planning 
and development by working closely with the associate commissioner 
of the educ'ation committee on CBTE/CBC. 

4*0 - Provide Problem -Solving Capacity (Program Development Consultant ) 

The role of the program development unit is the delivej*y of service, 
advocacy, and leadership from the state department of education to the 
local education agencies and others who conduct educational programs. 
This component is irfade^up of a coordinator and seven program develop- ^ 
ment consultants who work;^rectly** with selected local education agencies. * 

In their se'rvice role, program development consultaiJt^ provide 
a variety of program development activities* beginning with assessment 
dad culminating with evaluation. Services are available in needs assess- 

njent, use of the Education Information Center^ and id^tification and 

^ • ' • ■ 

selection of appropriate in-service training offered by ALC. 

In his role of educational advocate/ the program develppm'ent 
consultant guides clients' proposals through "the program review procedures 
that* decide the funding for local program development activities. These 
two functions,* service and advocacy, serve as the basis for development 
of the leadership function in thejlocal education agehcies. 



5.0 - Operate Support Services ' , 

Support service is a technical support unit for the BTA and 
consists of three components, the Education Information Center (EIC), 
Stuqlent Needs Assessment, and Statewide Testing. The primary 
missipn of this unit is to provide educat9rs with technical support for 
planning and development through information (EIC), student needs 
assessment' (needs assessment), and statewide testing. Eesources and 
Services are coordinated with tho'se of the Teacher Center and provided 
to local education ageacies^ via the program development unit. The 
coordinator of this unit serves as a member of the manage^n^nt team. 



^^.l - f^rovide Assistance in Student Nee^ A'g'sessijgient ""^i;^^ 

The aim of the student needs asi^essment compo:^etlt is to develop"^ 

the capacity of local education agencies to conduct a comprehensive 

needs assessment. Thi& is accomplished through a Needs Assessment 

♦ 

Manual, technical assistance, and training services. The staff member 
responsible for this component works closely with the component for 
teacher needs assessment sijiice both units are based on the same 
conceptual framework as reflected by the 'Needs A ssessfn§?it Manual. 
The assessment activities are designed to identify the needs of educators 



to serve as a basis for more effective plapning in relation to the 
c^dticational needs of children. Program development consultants 
provide assistance to educators in relating needs assessment data to 
the program development process. 



5.2 - Coordinate Staiewjde Testing A ctiylties 

• \ . ' . . •: • • ' ■ ' 

The major purpo^fe ot the statewide/testing program* i&.tOy ^- 
provide statewide achievement test data^j^o edupators to'aid.iti state- . 
level planning and decision making. A $eoond function is tio.;^fovi46 . v.- < 
useful information to local educator^concerning the status of studfih^^;}: 
classes and schools. The staif 'memb^ r this 'activ:?ty. , y"' 

contracts with an outside agency Jfor the\ actual; testing. He alsd ' 
monitors the progress of that agency in rts ideni^ficatior^ of iests, data * 
collection, data analysis and reports wrming;-.. ^ X ' ' ^ ^ ;. ' • . < 

5.3 - Operate Education Information Center- . • '/ . • 

A third critical 6omponeht of Support Services, closely retailed 



to the Teacher Center yet furidfe^ by atf outside sburqe; iS'-.the'EIC. 
This component compiles inforrh'ation from natiofti^V j^'egibnal/.'and-^ 
local sources'to provide a'.comp'r^JSken^iye yet easily accessible system 
for Rhode rslsoa^^ "educators.' Its major goal is^to/facl^ 
^ ' of up-ta-daie.rese^ch ift^^ 

\ eduqati6n practices.- Major activities Xncl;ude ^.^^^ . 
-'^/^^trfprmafe^^^ fepjot^ci^Q^ 
J ;^ti microfiG^.and V / 

f W^^*TTTtAii'an^and/resoui?c^^^ -vsij^iousyeduca'ti^ tippics. Local, r / . 



' Tt. \ ■'*■ /■, ■ \ . 

prpgraik-4ev6i<^lft^^ while iq^t^i^tiona'pf higher education j ' 

-L^j --'-^e (iepai*;tirtae^ access to the . ) 

^'"^^^l^r '■'^'W'M'-. X'^fi^i'] ■ . • V-,' Xi 



CHAPTER 2 ./• 



THE IMPACT SURV^EY-;. '^' 



• The remainder of this report i^. divided irito four'Dfiajor . * 
■ secfiocis: rationale, methddology^/r'esults, .An'd discission , 
• of jfchB re&ulfs. The rationale .states the.pOTpoSes bf the survey 
' and explains.the types of iiiformation th>t.^^ The, 
iiiethoddlpgy";section. explains how the Sata w'erfe .gathered/ 'The* 
;re.Bults summarize the responses .to item's on the sjirvey. *:The^ 
. ^'<Ksc\issl9h cd^tains a summary of thelfjtpact of-:RITC servfees 
^s they 'relate to the problem- salying'.prpcess and oapability, - • 
' " of Rhpde Island educators. In adxii^onV the appe^iSixes include 

cppieia of/ the two forms of the instnxmenti a^^^nistra^o^ survey ' ' 
- ^: '.\.tfhd. teacher survey^ used in this yeai^'s i;3Qpact survey and a 
^ : Vnior'e detailed display of- the d^t^ fot-each survey itein. ^ ^ ^ 

^'".^ ^ . ' . ' / - . . ' ' 

a;' 'RATIONALE ' i:^ ; ^ " 

This survey was cojidudted by the Evalijatipn Re's ear ch Center (ERC) 
of the University of yirgini% as Jp'art of an'o^^^L effort to detea^mine the 
impact of the National teaclxfer Center Pilot >roject. • This waa.done • 
in cojyunctioo wrth the Rhode Island Teacher Center, located in the 
Stkte D.epafim.ent of Education in Providebce, Rhode Island. 
. •'The.'piirpose of this survey wils to answer, questions about the 
Impact of RITC on its local, education agency constituents. The survey 



9|C • ' / • 

Following the data summaries for each item, there is.&T citation 
• indicating the location of the appropriate table to be found in Appendix B 
/ of this volume. The items- that were open-ended do not contain this 
citation, . * ^ • ^ 



.is predicated on the assumption that' an edtrcational program will 

\ 

produce effects, anji that these effects will activate a shift in educational 

policy away from the norr^. Proceeding on these assumptions, three 

basic questions were asked about impact on Rhode Island educators: 

. 1. Did the RITC project produce its intended effects » 
. for FY 1975 ? ^ . 

<2, Was there^ a change in the condition of these , , 
effects from FY 1974 to FY 1975 ? ♦ 

3. What present conditions need to be taken into 
account for planning FY 1976 RITC activities ? 

Answers axe correlated as to variables derived from a list of 
intended outcomes, or terminal objectives, specified by RITC management 
and staff for FY 1975. A list of , the eleven objectives and their attendant 

4 

variables follows. 



Objectives specified by RITC 
management f6r FY 1975 



Variables derived from* 
objectives 



1. Establish learner objectives ; 
and measure performance 
with^re'gard to these objectives: 



2. Increase staff development 
in local education agencies: 



extent to which cognitive goal 
• statements are developed; • 

extent to which affective goal 
statements, are developed; 

extent to which goals are attained 
before graduation; 

extent to which a broad program 
of performance goals is imple-' 
mented. ^ 

awareness of regent's staff develop- 
ment release time rule; 
number of days spent in staff 
^ ; development during the past year; 
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Djectives specified by RITC 
lanagement for FY 1975 



2. Continued ' ^ 



/ 



3. Increase the amount of field- 
based in-service training for* 
teachers: 



4. Increase cooperative planning 
betweefi institutions of higher 
education and local education 
agencies staffs: 

5. Ii^crease in cooperative 
planning between institutions of 
higher education and state 
department of education staffs: 

6. Increase the number of new 
programs and practices being 
used by the local school system: 



^ ^iables derived 
from objectives 



existence of increase in staff 

development over the previous - 
year; 

extent to which school used half- 
day staff development rule., 

number of RITC training activities 
participated in during current 
year; 

name of most recent RITC training * 

workshop participated in^ 
amount of time spent in RITC 

training sessions; 
extent to which training addressed 

some need or problem; 
identification of need or problem; 
existence of same need or problem " 

su^equent to training; 
extent to which presentations, were 

rated effective; 
perception of quality of material; 
extent to which goals of t^raining 

session were achieved; 
need for more training in same area; 
need for* more training in o^ther area; 
changes in administrative and 

teaching behavior 'as a result of 

training. ; . • 

existence of .cooperative planning 
between local education agencies 
and institutions of higher education 
within Rhode Island. 

no sample- of institution of higher 
education or state department of 
education staffs were included in 
the survey. 

existence of new curricula or instruc- 
tional practices introduced in 
school or district this year; 

name of new curricula or instructional 
practices^ introduced. 



13 



bbjectives specified by RITC 
management for FY 1975 



Vjwriables derived 
front objectives 



7. Reallocate budgeted resources 
in the local education agencies 
and institutions of higher 
education: 

'8. Increase the amount of out- 
of -district funding sougt^t and^ 
received; 



9. Increase the indices of 
student performance: 



10. Increase the number of clients 
using individualized instruction: 



14 



use pf local funds to implement 
practices or programs intro- 
duced by the Teacher Center • 



attempts this year to gain access 
to non-local financial support; 

receipt of more out-of-district 

support thi^year. ; , 

existence of increase in student 

achievement scores this year over 
last as measured by the statewide' 

• ■ testing program; 
existence of increase in student 

achievement scores this year over 
last as measured by stand^rdi'zed 
tests other than the statewide 
testing program, 

extent to which teachers structure 
lessons so that different students 
of same age or grade work toward 
different learning objectives; 

extent to which'teachers structure 
lessons so that different students , 
can advance toward the same learning 
objectives at different rates of speed; 

extent.to which teacher^ structure 
lessons so that students work 
toward the same objectives using 
different materials, equipment or 
activities; * * , ' 

• extent to which teachers assess the 

level of student performance 

frequently; ' 
existence of individualized instruction 

in fhe school districjt and building; 
existence of individualized instruction 

in the classroom; , 
existence of an increase in individualized 

instruction in the district; 
existence of an increase in individualized 

instruction in the school; 
existence of an increase in individualized 

instruction in the classroom. 

i ^ ^ 
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Objectives specified by RITC 
management for FY 1975' . 



11. Establish a problem r solving 
capacity in local education 
agencies: 



Variables derived 
-from objectives 



»use of program development 

consultant; 
outcomes of program development 

consultant use; 
use of student needs assessment 

services; 
use of teacjier needs assessment 

services; 
outcomes of needs assessment 

services; - 
existence of a mechanism for 

identifying the wishes and 

aspirations of students attending 

school; ^ 
^ exi^stence of a mechanism for . 

identifying the educational goals ^ 

that parents desire the school 

to address; 
existence of a mechanism for 

identifying the educational goals 
^ that professional staff desire the 

school to address; 
existence of a mechanism for * 

identifying the local cbmmunity 

needs that school programs ;might 

address; 
existence of a mechanism for 

determining the goals deemed . 

important by the abova groups; 
existence of a mechanism for 

cqi^prehfejisive needs assessment; 
use of the Education Information Center; 
outcomes of EIC use; 
- attendance at Awareness Conference IV; 
► outcomes of Awareness Conference IV. 



In addition, the following awareness objectives were surveyed for 



many RITC services: 



existence of the RITC} 
existence of RITC -sponsored 
In-servlce training; 



Objectives specified by RITC 
management for FY 1975 


Variables derived 
from objectives 


Awareness - continued. 
V 


existence of BT^ Program • 

Development Consultants; 
existence of BTA -sponsored 

Student Needs A ssessment ' 

services; 
— existence of RITC-sponsored 

Teacher Needs Assessment 
. services; . % 
existence of BTA Education 

Infbrmation Center. 



B. ' METHODOLOGY 
Sample Selection. 

School districts within the s^ate wete divided into four strata on ^ 
the basis of the number of schools within the district. From' these strata, 
schools districts were randomly selected in order to ensure thait urban 
as well as rural school districts were included in the samplfe.^^ There, ^ 
were only two districts Providence and Warwick --in the first, stratum. 
Both were picked because together they contained some seventy-nine 
elementary and junior high schools." The second stratum was ma^de up of 
four districts, representing fifteen to twenty-three schools per district; : 
those selected were Cranston and Wobnsocket, each district representing 
twenty-three schools, 'the third stratum included nine districts representing 
seven to twelve schools; those selected from this stratum were Central 
F^ls, representing seven schools, and'Middleton, representing ten 
schools. The final stratum contained twjenty-four districts, repr.esenting 



one to seven schools; those selected f^om this stratum were Ne_w 
Shoreham. Smithfield; North Smithfield and Westerly. The'total ten- 
district sample represents about one -fourth of the schopl districts within 
the'state (the total number, thirty-nine); . ' 

Once the, districts had been selected, the followihg rule is applied: 
in^districts with less than ten schools, all were included; in districts 
with more than ten schools, three secondary (one senior high school and 
two junior high or middle schools) and seven elementary schools were ^ 
included. - - 



Procedure. , ' , - » / 

Within each district, the 'superintendent of schools was to be inter- 
viewed, as well as the principal and six teachers from each of the schools 
selected. The intervi'ews^ere conducted by trained interviewer^ from ^ 
April* 21 through May 2, 1975. 

Persons Interviewed . 

The following table is a breakdown of the sample of persons 
interviewed in Bhode Island. The table presents a cross -tabulation of 
pog^tion of respondents* by school district. The two numbers in each box^ 
represent the following: the top number is the count or absolute fre- ^ 
quency within the box. For exanaple, referring to the upper left box on 
the table, this 'number represents how many central administrators (one) 



were interviewed in Providence. The second, or bottom number, is the 

relative percentage of that count within the row (that is, of all 'the respondents 
in Providence, 8. 3 percent were central administrators). * * 

17 ^ 



ttem; Distribution of Educators Receiving, Training from RITC# 
• According to Positions and School Districts * 























IPROVIOEN 


CRANSTON SMTHFLO- 


CNTRL FA 


NO SJ1 




ICE 










LLS 


TLitll T\ 

1 n rLU 




I l.I 


2.1 


X 3.1 




[ 5«] 


1. 


I 1 


I 


1 ^ 




1 


I 


3 ] 




CENTKAL AunlN 


I 8^ is 


I 


8.3 


I 


8.f 


I 


25.0 : 


[ 8.3 ] 






















I 9 


I 


10 


I 


• 6 


I 


s« ■ 


[ 3 ] 


BL06 AOMIN 


I 13.6.^ 


I 


15.2 


I 


9.1 


1 


9.1 


I «». 5 : 


3. 


I t» 


I 


10 


I 


' 12 


I 


6 


I « 


SCNORY TCHR 


I it.S 


1 


11. V 


I 


1.3.6 


I 


6.8 . 


I 6.8 


«»• 


I 2U 


I 


28 


I 


25 


I 


* 16 


I 20 


ELEfl TCHR 


I 10.6 


I 


12.3. 


I 


u«,o 


I 


7.0 


I . 8.6 


COLUMN 


38 












31 


30 




9.7 




if. 5 




11.2 



























[continued] 



HOONSKT MARWCK WSTRLY HDLTHN .NSHORHM 



ERIC 



6.1 


.7.1 


8.1 


'9.1 


10. 


1 

8.3 


I 
I 


1 

8.3" 


I 

I . 


8.3 


I 


1 I 
8.3 I 


1 

8.3 


' 8 
12.1 


I 
I 


8 

12.1 


I 
I 


7 

10.6 


I 
I 


. 8 I 
12.1 I 


1 

1.5 


. " 12 
-13.6 


I 
I 


12 
13.6 


I 
I 


11 
12.5 


I 
I 


13 J 
IV. 8 I 


2 


, . 36 
• 15.9 


I 

I 


35 
. 15. «» 


I< 

I,. 


k 

1.8 


I 
' I 


35 1 
15. <» 1 


1.8 


57 
1«».5 




56 
1'».2 




23 
5*9 




• 57 
1V.5 


6 . 
2.0 



ROM 
TOTAL 



12 
3.1 

66 
16.8 

88 
22. (» 

227 
57.8 

393 
100.0 



18 



T 



* ^ CHAPTER 3 
RESULTS X)F THE SljJRVEY 



This chapter provides a summary of the results from 
the fiscal year 1975 impact survey in Rjhode Island, They 
are presentq^ according to the numerical order on the siirvey 
instruments administered to the educators participating in the 
study. In as many cases as possible, Hata from this year's 
survey are compared with those collected last year (FY 1974 
Impact Survey)^ The data from which these results are 
summarized are included in Appendix B of this report, and 
are alsc^. referenced by item number wherever appropriate. 



Item 1 . * "Are you aware of the existence of the RITC? (You may 
also know RITC as any one of the following: Bureau of 
Techniqal Assistance^ Education Information Center, 
Program Development Consultaats). 'V [Appendix B-1] 

An average of 76 percent of , the stratified random sample included 

in" the impact survey were aware of the existence of the Rhode Island 

■\ 

T^licher Center (RITC).- Figures ranged from approximately 70 percenf 
of both groups' of teachers to 97 percent of 'the biiilding administrators 
and 100 percent of the central administrators. According to districts, 
this awareness ran from 62 percent in Warwick to 100 percent in North 
Smithfield and New Shor eham. , . • ^ ' 

These figures show an increase over the previous year, for the 
FY '74 impact ^Burvey showed an average of 52 percent aware of RITC. 
''Figures ranged from approximately 43 percent of both groups of -teachers 

. . . 19 ^ 



0 

to 86* percent of the school administrators and 100 percent of the central, 
administrators. Secondary and elfementary scjioolteachers showed an 



increase of approximately 30 percent, building administrator's, about 
10 percent.' In both years, all central administrjitolps indicated that they 
were aware QfeHffi^'eacher Center. 
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"Which of the following components of the RITC 
axe you awaxe of?" [Api?endix B-2 to B-6] 

RITC provided a number of specific services to educators within 
the state. The results showed that 64 percent was aware of the Alternate 
Learning Center, 47 percent were aware of the Education Information 
Center, 28 percent were aware of the program development consultants, 
IT percent were aware of student needs assessment and 13 percent were 
aware of teacher needs assessment.' Awareness of these specific 
services can be broken down as follows. 

- Alternate Learning Center (ALC). Across positions, figures . . 
ranged from 46 percent of secondary schoolteachers to 62 percent of 
eldtnentary schoolteachers, and from 88 percent of building administrators 
to 100 percent of central administrators. According to school districts, * 
figures ranged from about 50 percent in Westerly and Warwick to 75 percent 
and 80 percent in North Smithfield, New Shoreham and Smithfield. 
Although the same question was not asked on last year's impact survey, 
two comparable questions were; the first, pertaining to in-service 
training offered through RITC, showed that 33 percent of the educators 
across the state were aware of in-service training, ranging from 20 , 

• 

J 

/ 20 ^ 



percent of secondary schoolteachers to 36 perpent of elementary school- 
teachers, percent of building administrators and 100 percent of the ^ 
superintendents^ The second comparable question related to the respon- 
dents* awareness of Awareness Conferences in FY '74; it showed a 
total of 23 percent of the sample were aware>that RITC presented such 
confer^ences, ranging from 8 percent of the secondary schoolteachers to 
19 percent of elementary schoolteachers, 57 percent of building adminis- 
trators and 89 percent of superintendents. Thus, the data studied from 
both years' surveys show an increase in FY 1975 of ALC services over 
in-service training and awareness conferences in 1974.. 

Education Information Center (EIC )o Of a totsj.1 of 47 percent who 
were aware of the EIC, figures ranged from 36 percent of elementary 
schoolteachers, to 44 percent of secondary schoolteachers, 82 percent 
of building administrators and 100 percent of central administrators. Across 
districts, figures ranged from 25 percent of those surveyed in Ne,w. Shoreham 
and Warwick to between 70 and 78 percent in North Smithfield and Westerly. 

Last year's impact survey showed that 43 percent of educators 
sampled were aware of^this service, ranging from 8 percent of secondary 
schoolteachers and 17 percent of elementary schoolteachers, to 57 percent . 
of building administrators and 89 percent of central administrators. 

Program Development Consultants. Twenty-eight percent of the 
sample, were aware of consultants provided to local education agencies 
by RITC. Figures range from 15 percent of the elementary schoolteachers 



to 24 percent of the secondary schoolteachers^, 70 percent of the 
building administrators and 83 percent of the^central administrators^ 
This ranges^ across districts from approximately 15 percent of those 
sanipled in Warwick arid^Woonsocket to 75 percent in New Shoreham. 

• Data gathered in FY 1974 indicated that 27 percent of the sample 
wak aware of the consultants offered by RITC. This ranged from about 
17 percent of both tjrpes of teachers to 63 percent of the building admin-- 
istrato'rs and 89 percent o^ the superintendents* This year's results 
showed an increase in awareness for secondary schoolteachers and 
building administrators, and a slight ^crease for element^y, school- 
teachers and superintendents. , ^ . / 



■ V 

student' Needs Assessment. Seventeen percent of the sample 



were aware of the service. Figures range from 10 percent of the teachers 
interviewed to 42 percent of the building administrators and 58 percent 
of the central administrators. Across districts, the data ranged from 

I 

5 percent in Woon'sopket to 30 percent in North Smithfield. 

Last year's results showed that^jL^? pergent were aware of this 
service. This ranged from 3 percent of the secondary schoolteachers to 
10 percent of the eleijientary schoolteachers, 43 percent of the building * 
administrators and 100 percent of the superintendents. Results show 
"that overall awareness in 1975 was less for superintendents, 
secondary schoolteachers, and about the same for building jkdministratprs 
and elementary schoolteachers. • ^ 
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more for 



Teacher Needs Assessment, Thirteen percent were aware of 
teacher needs assessment, with figures ranging from 7 percent of the 
teachers, to 33 percent of the building administrators, and 50 percent 
of the central administrators. Across districts, the. range was from 
2 percent in WoonsocKetto 25 percent in New Shoreham* - 

Last year's results showied that 19 percent were awarp of teacher 
needs assessment, ranging from 9 percent of the teachers, to 40 percent 
of the building administrators, and 78 percent of the superintendents. 
Results showed a decrease in awareness this year across all categories^ 

Item 3, "To what extent have you used any of the following 

services as they have been provided by RITC?" 

[Appendix B-7 to B-12] 

With the exception of attendance at awareness conferences, all 

services were rated on a five -point "scale ^on^- equals "made no use of 

this service" to five equals^ "used t^iis service a great deal")o The 

data ar^e summarized first, according to the percentage of those making 

use of the service (that^^is/ those rating it at two or morej and, second, 

according to the average aiiriount and variatipn of useo Finally, results 

of thi^ year's impact survey are compared witK those from last years. 

In general, the results show considerable differences across districts 

- • ^ ' , 

ahd. educational positions, . • • 

\^ " ih-^Service Training (Alternate Learning Center ''Thirty-three 
"^^^^ ' ^""^ " 

' percent used the service. The average rating on.the five -point scale 
was"l;8, with a standard deviation of 1.4. Across districts, figures 



ranged irbm^l^i^lh.W^ste^^ 4. New Shoreham; across pOsition^^ 
the;,!rang^/^^i^.fpotn^i4 qr 16 percent for secondary schoolteachers, to 
1*7 Idiic^ 30 |)ercen^^r^^emehtary 2*5 or 55 percent 

fbr Biiilding adminWtrator^V ^nd 3*8 or flfS percent for central adminis-' - 

lij'^i .■ ^ />/ * •* //..''' ^'"^ ; . 

traitors.' /' 

i: , Three secondary schoolteachers, six cent/al^^dministratorsr 
tiventy-three bmldfng administrators, and fortyV^ix'felementaty S'chool^ 
teachers mentit)ned specific outcomes, ^hese iricilu'ded production of 

classroom .materials, development of an Itidividu^Uy Guided Educatiofti 

1 ^ ' ' ' ^ ' ^ ' '\ 

(I^E) ^program, improved skills in individualizing instruction, incor- 

poration of metric units into general mathematics courses, improvement - . . 

of par^rxt-school relationships, development of a management systenj^ 



\\ • * for schbpls, development of behavioral objectives, and the establishment 



\\'\ ' of alnew business department program in the schools 



. Last year's results shgwed that 21 percent had used thi^ training. 
^^I^A " Across categories, percentages ranged from 1 percent of secondary 
\ ^ *\ sChoolteathers to 22 percent of elementary schoolteachers, 38 percent 
\ ' '^'^^VV of building administrators and 78 percent of central administrators. Per- 
/ \ V increased this year overcast, particularly for school 

' Vao^ and "secondary Schoolteachers. ' • : 



A 



. \ " Mtendance at Awareness Co^iferences, ' '3?welve. percent attended 



Qo-iVwareriess Conference IV, with figures/i-anging from zero percent m 
Vi^sterly to 23 percent in.$s[d'Hh Sim . According to educational 

po^^ns, the percentages ranged frc>'ni'^g;pproxiniately 6 percent for 
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teachers to 36 percent for building administrator^ and 50 percent for 

pentral administrators, ' " 

- ' ♦ 

Three central administrators, eight building administrators, two 
secopdary schoolteachers and five, elementary schoolteachers identified 
actual outcomes* The results generally showed greater awareness of • 
the in-service training opportunities available thjfough the AhC. 

Last yearns data showed that 12 percept attended the previous 
awareness conference, with figures for the different groups ranging from 
3 percent'for secondary schoolteachers to 7 percent for elementary 
schoolteachers, 39 percent for building administrators to 67 percent for 
central administrators* Results showed a slight decrease in use this 
year .for central administrators, building administra'tors and elementary 
schoolteachers,* and a slight increase for secondary schoolteachers* 

^ Education Information Center. Of the 20 percent usin'g the' EIC, 
there was an overall average of 1. 5 on a five-point scale, with a standard 
deviatiorfof l.O* Across districts, figures ranged from 38 percent in New 
Shoreham to 12 percent'ito, Warwick. ' Across positions, percentages ranged 
from 13 percent for elementary' schoolteachers to 20 percent for secondary 
schoolteachers, 54 percent for btiflding" administrators and 100 percent - 
for central a'dminist'rators^ 

All respondent categories cited specific outcomes. Seven central 
administrators used the service to h^lp select t\ew curriculum materials, ^ 
to gain insight into open schools, to develop programs in metric math 
courses, and to develop a new report; card system. Fifty-four building 



• \ ■ \ 

administrators used the service to prepare social studies and language 
arts curricula, to secure information on schools writing behavioral 

\ 

ojojectives, and to develop reading and metric programs. Fourteen * 
secondary schoolteachers used bibliographic material for gaining infor- 
mation on curricula changes, career education, unemployment figures, . 
and English mini-courses. Ten elementary schoolteachers used infor-* 
mation about resources available tg foreign language students, busing, 
and general references. 

A total of 16 percent of last year's sample had used EIC, with 
percentages ranging from about 18 percent for teachers, to 43 percent 
for building administrators, and 78 percent for central administrators. 
Across positions, more use was made of the service this year than last. 

Program Development Consultant. Twenty percent used the 
service, resulting in an average of 1.5 on a five-point scale, with a 
standard deviation of 1.1. Across districts, usage ranged from 8 percent 
in WoonsocKet and Westerly to 62 percent in New Shoreham. According 
to positions, the percentages ranged from 6 percent for elementary school- 
teachers to 27 percent for secondary schoolteachers, 53 percent fdr building 
9.dministi>ators and 92 percent for central administrators. . 

All respondent categories had outcomes. Eig^ht central adnriinistrators 
used the serviqe for proposal writing, obtaining niini-grants, development 
of programs in metrics, ' drugs^ and general curricula, and information 
on state events in education. Twenty-seven building administrator^ used 
the service for preparation of career education propbsals, gaining ' 

k . , 
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approval of prevocational education programs, , explanation of EIC 
services, assistance in writing evaluation instruments, and general 
program development activities. Eighteen secondary schoolteachers 
reported use of the service in curriculum development,, grant proposal 
writing, or location*of material resources. Elementary schoolteachers 
included writing proposals, and assistance with a behavior modification 
program. 

Data collected during last yearns survey show that 10 percent used 
the program development consultants, as opposed to 20 percent this year. 
La&t year, across positions, percentages ranged from approximately 4 
percent of teachers to 36 percent of building administrators to 78 percent 
of central administrators. The results showed that constiltants were used 
more extensively in FY '75 than in FY '74. 

Student N ee^s A ssessment. Ten percent reported using student 
needs assessment services. The overall mean was 1.2 on a five-point 

^scale, with a standard de.viation of . jS. Use varied from zero percent in 
New Shoreham to 30 percent in North Smithfield. According to positions, 

^ percentages-ranged from 4 percent for. elementary schoolteachers to 8 
percent ifor secondary schoolteachers and 26 percent of bmlding .^dminis- 
trators and 42 percent for central administrators. 

Three bmlding'admitlistrators, two, secondary schoolteachers, and 
one elementary schoolteacher, cited the following outcomes: adaptation of 
career education programs which were identified through needs assessment 

I 
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alid general revision of curricula. . 

Last year's ^pact survey indicated that 4 percent reported using 
student needs assessinent. Across positions,' the' figures ranged from 
22 percent for superintendents, to 14 percent for building admimstrators, 
2 percent for elementary schoolteachers and zero percent for secondary 
schoolteachers. Comparison shows that in every respondent categoryi 
more use was made of student needs Vssessment-this year than last. 

Teacher Needs Assessment, Six percent reported they had used 
the service. The average was 1. 1, with a standard deviation of .4. Usage' 
across districts ranged from 2 percent of the respondents in Woonsocket 
to* 25 percent in New Shoreham. According to positions, percentages 
were 17 percent for central administrator's and building administrators, 

.• ♦ 

4 percent for secondary schoolteachers and 3 percent for elementary' 
schoolteachers. . 

Only two elementary schoolteachers described specific outcomes, 
neither. of which seemed related to the actual services rendered. 

Last year's results show 5 percent hafi used teacher needs assess- 
ment. Figures ranged from 22 percent of the superintendents, to 18 percent 
of fhe building administrators, 3 pei^cent of the elementary schoolteachers, 
and none of the secondary schoolteachers. These^figures indicated a 
slight overall increase, with the actual increase al the secondary school- 
teacher leveL * / , • . * 
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Educators Wbo Participated in RITC-Sponsored 
In-Service Training in FY 1975 
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Item 4. "For any of the RITC services you have checked in 

item 3, briefly explain how you have use^ them by ^, 
first identifying the name of the service and second, 
listing the. outcomes of this service^" ^ ; 

r 

For reasons of overall clarify and ease of reading, the responses , . 
to this question have been incorporated into item 3, 

Item 5. "Did you participate in any in-service training during^ ) 

the past year (June 1974 to present) from the following ; 
list?" [Appendix B-13 to B-29] ^ ^ 

Table I (A and B) which appears on the following- page, illustrates, 

the number of educators who actually participated in the different work-' 

shops. This information is listed according to individual school district, 

,and respondent position in the school systemo The /most frequently 

i ^ 

attended in-service training activity was Individually Guided Education/ 
Multi-Unit School (IGE/MUS), followed by Concepts and Materials (CAM),' 
the Wisconsin Design in ^Reading, Metrics Workshop, and Improvisational 

r I 

^ Techniques in the Classroom, Also mentioned were Career Education, > 

I ^ 
First Step, and Right to Read workshops. All of thlese. workshops were ^ • 

i 

attended h\ more than ten educators, several of whom, particularly the 

*> ' . - 

administrators, attended more than one^workshop, i 

I . ' 

\ f 

Item 6. "Other than those listed above, hbvy' many school-based 

in-service workshops ^id you participate in during the 
past year? Please list. " [Appendix B-30.to B-32] 

A total of 42 percent repor^ed^ participation in some training \ 

activities other than those offered by RITC. This percentage ranged 

from 88 percent in New Shoreham, to about 20« percent in Middleton and 
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Smithfield. Across positions, figures ranged fil'onA^S percent of second- 
xJary schoolteachers, to 42 percent of the elementary schoolteachers, andf. 
from 58 percent of building administratiprs to 75 percent of central 
administrators. The average number of "other" workshops mentioned was.. 
1.1, with a Standard deviation of 2. 8o According to positions, there were 

5.6 workshops for central administrators, .to 1.6 for building administrators 

' I 
. 6 for secondary schoolteachers and . 8 for elementary schoolteachers. 

The range for districts was from . 24 ^ Middleton to 2. 7 in Cranston. 

The workshops 'that were listed were diverse in nature, ranging from 
thirty-five for building administrators, twenty-nine for elementary school- 
teachers, to sixteen for secondary schoolteachers and thirteen for central 

administrators. ^ ^ ' ^ 

A comparable .question on last year's impact ^survey showed that. 
27 percent had participated in some other 'training activities. The overall 
average was . 4, with a standard deviation of . 8. Results of surveys for 
FY 1974 and FY 1975 show that educators gscrticipated in more workshops 
from other sources this year than last year. 



Item 7. '^What is the^most recent workshop in which you 

' " participated?'* [Appendix B-35 to B-Seg 

One -quarter of the respondents named CAM (Concepts and Materials), 

17 percent named Experiments in^the Metric' System, 12 percent named 

0 

Improvisational Techniques for the Classrot)m, and 9 percent named First 
Step as their most recent workshop. Workshops mentioned the least 
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were: Minicourses, Project Management, Creative Problem .Solving, 
and Individually Guided Education for Junior High and Middle Schools. , 

Item 8. "To what extent were presentations of the training 

. effective?" [Appendix F-37] 

On a fiv^rpoint scale ("ineffective" to "extremely effective"),, the 

respondents gave this item a mean rating of 3. 7, with a standard deviation 

of 1.2. [Across districts, the ratings ranged from 2p4 in Cranston to 

4.8 in Smithfield. According to positions, the rankings included 4. 3 

for central adnknistrators, 3p 8 for buildimg administrators and 

elementally schoolteachers, ard 2.9 for secondary schoolteachers. 

m 

4 

Item 9. "f^ate the quality of the material presented in 

the training; " [Appendix B-38] 

On a one-^o-fi^J-e scale ("poor" -to "superior"), the average was 

3. 8, with a standard deviation of . 9. This figure yanged from 3, 0 in 

Cranston, to 4.7 in Smithfield. According to positions, ratings rangeci * 

from 3. 4 for sec<^dary schpolteachers to 3. 9 for elementary schoolteach^s, 

« 

and 4. 0 for both types of administrators. > 

Tjie average rating for all respbnd^s last year wa^ 3. 9. * Thus, 
little difference was noted between tl^'two years. 

Item 10. "To what extent were the workshop goals achieved?'* 

; ^ [Appendix B-39] ' *^ 

Thi^ item rated an average^of 3. 7, with a standard deviation of 1. 0. 

This ranged from a low" rating of 3. 1 in Cpanston, tb a high of 4. 3 in 

Smitlxfield. Across positions, the rankings included 3. 3 by secondary 

■ I ■ , 



ERIC 



31 (T^h-N 

• > i 



schoolteachers, 3. 6 by building administrators, 3. 8 by elementary 
schoolteachers, and 4. 0 by central administrators. 

Last year's survey showed an average of 3. with a standard 
deviation of 1.1, indicating no change between FY '74 and '.75. 

I 

Item 11. "To what extent do' you think the training addressed 

itself to some need or problem of yours?" [App,fendix B-40] 

The average rating was 3^ 7, with a standard deviation of 1.2. 
Across districts, the figures ranged from 3. 1 in Cranston to 4. 3 in Smith- 
field. Across positions, the rankings included 3. 3'"for central adniinis- 
trators, 4. 0 for building administrators, 2. 9 for secondary schoolteachers, 
and 3. 8 for elementary schoolteachers. 



J 



FY 1974 impact survey data showed an average of 3, 7, with a 
standard' deviation of 1,2, indicating virtually no difference between the 

* * ' * - 

two years ' - 

j> 

Item 12, "Does that need or problem still exist? Please specify. " 
^ [Appendix B-41] i , 

Seventy-five percent reported that their specific need or problem - 

still existed. This ranged across districts from 50 percent of those^ ^ • 

polled in Middle ton and Providence to 100 percent of those in Cranston, 

Smithfield,- North Smithfield and Westerly. The: percentages i;anged 



across positions from 67 percent of the central administrators, to 72 
percent of 'the elementary schoolteachers, 80 percent of the building 

i 

administrators and 83 percent of the secondary schoolteachers. 

Eighteen different needs were identified by secondary schoolteacher?. 



twenty-five by building admiPnistrators, twenty-three by elementary 
schooltea{j^hers, and six by central administrators. A complete listing ^ 
of these needs can be found in Appendix C of thij^. volume. > \ 

Last yearns survey shows that 40 percent reported that their need 
still existed. This ranged across positions from 25 percent for central 
administrators, 32 percent for building administrators, to 17 percent 
secondary schoolteachers and 50 percent for elementary schoolteachers. 

Item 13. ^ "Would you want more training dealing with the same area 
or problem? Please specify. " [Appendix B-42] 

Sixty-nine percent responded affirmatively. This figure ranged 
from* 40 percent from New Shoreham to 100 percent from North Smithfield 
and Westerly; from 33 percent, for central administrators to 62 percent 
for building administrators, and 74 percent for secondary and elementary 
schoolteachers. - 

Building administrators identified twenty-Bj^e "other" areas in 
which they would like training, elementary schoolteachers twenty-six, 
central administrators five, and secondary schoolteachers eight. A 
complete list of these training areas is included in Appendix C of this' 
volume. 

Last year's survey showed that 41 percent wanted more training 
dealing with the same area. According to position, 25 percent of the 
administrators, 38 percent of the elementary schoolteachers, and 67 - 
percent of the secondary schoolteachers,, or an increase of 30 percent 
for all categories of respondents except secondary schoolteache'rs, 

33 . 



desired more training this year. ^, - * ^ . 

Item 14 > ''Would you want tr^dning in some other '^rea?" ^ ^ 

[ Appendix B-43] ' ^ ^ 

A total of 74 percent answei^ af^rmatively^ This iifenged from 
50 percent in Providence to 100 percent in North Smithfieldo Across 
pospltions, the percentages included 69 percent for; elementary schoolteachers, 
80 percent for building administrators and secondary sohoolteachers, and , 
100 percent for central administi*ators. " . ^ , 

In the FY 1974 impact survey, 92 percent answered affirniatively.^ 
This ranged from 100 percent for central administrators and secondary 
schoolteachers to 93 percent for elementary schoolteachers and 83 percent 
for school, administrators, indicating an overall decline of 18 percent 

N 

, this year, ^ . . * 

Item 15 , "Rate the extent to which you have implemented in your 
district/building the practices provided to you at the 
workshop/!^ [Appendix iB-44] ■ . ^ ^ 

Educators who participated in some form' of ^RITC trainirig.rated 

this question at 3, 2, with a standard deviation of 1. 1/ T>bis ranged from 

2, 2 in Smithfield to 4, 0 in Westerly, AccQrding to positions, the results 

ranged from 3,0 for administrators to 3,3 for elementary schoolteachers 

and 2, 5 for secondary schoolteachers, ' \^ 
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Note: At this point, survey instruments for administrators and teachers 
cease to be identical, becbming more tailored to th^ir. respective 
audiences. For the purpose of clarify, each item will be identified 
according to both instruments^jvhe^ appropriate, - * ^ ♦ 



Item 16 (Adminis, )'. "Have any new curriculum or instructional practice 

^ been introduced in your school/ district^iuring the . 
^ past year? If so, please list." [Appendix B-45] 

Eight -four percent of the administrators responded affirmatively, . 
reporting that new curricula or instructional packages had'been intro- 
duced. There was no difference between the percentages of central and 
building administi?ators' re*sponses,^but there was a'range of from 50 
percent in Smitkield to 100 percent- in Central Falls, North Smithfield 
and New Shoreham; This represents an increase of 6 percent over last 

.year. , / 

, Building administralbrs cited thirty-two different new curricur%/ 

materials, which had been introduced as -a result of parti cipatiori in the 

ALC workshop^, and .central administrators listed fourteen. 

< •* * • • 

%^ 

Itdm 16 (Teachers). v'-'Haye student achievement scores as measured by 
(Adminiso ). the -statewi^de^tes ting program increaseci in your ^ 
district/building this' year -over last year?" . ' 

[Appendix E-46] 

Vi^yfC 17 (Teachers).' "Have sWdent achievement scores as nrtasured by 
l^s^S (Adminis.). ' * standardized tests other than jthe statewide testing 
; program increased in your building/district this 

•year over last year?" [Appendix B-47f . 

Two questions were designed to assess educators' perceptions of 

wnether oi^ not achievement scores of students within their schools dr 

districts had increased over the pa^at year. Five^percent of the sardple 

did not respond to either of these questions. Thirty percent replied that 

scores as measured by the statewide testing program* had Increased, ^ 

" 13 percent that they bad not, afid 52 percent that they did not Icno^si. 
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^Reporting that scores had iiyiproved were €7 percent of the central 
acimitiistrators, 33'percent of the building administrators, and 'approximately 
28 percent of the teachers. ' , * • 

On the basis of other standardized tests, 16 percent indicated that 
scoreg had increased, 12 percent said they had not, and 68 percent said 
they did not know. The 16 percent ranged from 32 percent of the building- 
administrators to 25 percent of the centifal administrators, from 15 percent 
of the elementary schoolteachers to 4 percent of the secondary school- ^ / 

teachers. • * . • 

: l[n last^^^^ar's impact survey, 28 percent said that scores had 
increased. '-ComparabUdat^ across response categories was nbt avail- , 
able from^e^F^^T4.s\rrvey. - . , i * 

Itpm 18 (Teacher^^ "in your district /building, do^teachersis-trdcture 
19 Udminis. ).^ 4es^ons-s^ that^diffe/^ent students of the ^ame age 

. " ^or^^aae work. toward different learmog objectives?" 
^ • *^ V • [Appendix :^j46] 

Item 19 (Teacher s)o "Inlvour distric^buil^ihg,^ do teachers >^4t;;ucture 
■ 20 (A(5piiniSo ). * les^o^ sc that different students can a^^^ce 

* tcward the same learning objectives at^ di;^erent 
rat^s'of speed?" ^ [Appendix\B-^^9^] 



Item' 20 (Teachers). ^ "in your district/building, dp teachers\st;5;)ifc,^re 
21. (Adminiso lessons so that strident s work toward the ^a4i'^*/\ 
• «^ ' learning objectives using different equipmeh'f:i\ v.i 



material or activities?" [Appendix B-5;0.]v.Vt 

Item 21 (Teachers). "In your district /building, do teachers ass^s'^y/* 
1 22 (A dminis. ). the level of students' performances ? " [ji^pend^feV^l] 

Item 22 (Teachers). "Some people have said that the above 4 statenf^ht^^ 
£3 (A dminis. ). taken together or collectively comprise what is 

* - ooHoH inHi\HHna1i'7.AH instnintiftn. To what extent d6^.\\ 



called individualized instruction. To what extent dc^, - ^ 
individualized Instruction exist in your>uilding/distVlc|,?^ 

[Appendix' B-5 2] ;\\V 



■• /,• \\\. "T"^ •••V 

./Results frorii a serie&.dif ^questions concerning different aspectg^. 

of individuali^/ed instruction are^resented in the ne:rt few paragraphs. 

In these questions^ the respondents were asked to rank the items on a 

five-point scale ("not at all" to "totally). Teachers ranked their own 

classrooms, building administrators ranked their building, and central 

administrators their whole distrietSo For exapiple, if a teacher rated an 



/ item with a five, it would mean that all; his students had that type qf 

individualized instructiono In an administratqr were to rank the item at 

five, it would mean that all the students in his school/district had the 

> » , * ' 
specified type of individualized ir/struction, ^ 

Table *n (A and B) contains the average ratings across diflterent ' ^ 

districts and educational positions for items 19 through 23 that relate to 

various aspects of individualized instruction. The tables provide a 

summary of . the survey respondefits' answers to specific items, while 

allowing an immediate comparison of ihese resultSo The data collected 

" from item 23' ("To wh4t extent does individualized instruction exist. • • ") 

show that the overall^ating mean based on the four criteria was 3. 7, 

with a standard deviation, of 1, 0, indicating that most of the. educators 

^felt that individualized instruction exists for most of the students within 

thdir classrob^is, schools and districts, Figures ranged from 3, 3 in 

^ Smithfield to 4,2 in Providence, and from 3.2 for secondary schoolteachers 

to^^^S for central administrators, 3. 8 for building administrators, and 

3i'9 for elementary schoolteachers. 
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Thfe data gathered from the four items directly before item 23, 
dealing with the four individual criteria for individualized instruction, 
range from average ratings of 3.. 7 for "having students work on similar 
objectives with different materials" to 3.8 for "having different students 
working on different objectives" to 4. 0 for "having, different students 
workirfg on the same objectives at different speeds" and 4,5''for "frequently 
measuring individual performance^"" 



item 23. "is there more individualized instruction this yegx 

(A dminis. ) -thap last in your classroom?" [Appendix B-53] 

Forty-four percent of the teachers surveyed indicated that more 
individualized instruction existed within their classrooms this year over 
the previous year." This ranged from 35 percent of those polled in New 



Shoreham and Cranston to 58 percent of those in Middletqn/ "Apeording. 
to edu'cationai position, 46 percent of the se.cdndar^ se^^Jteachers and 

- - " ^ SI , ^ • ' 

58 percent of the elementary, schoolteachers. saW~tfcaVtedivixiU£^ 

Instructioti had increased. This represents^'^iCiverall .decrease of 33 

1. ..-I t* 

percent from FY '74 to FY '75. . ' " ^' / 

Item ^4 . "Is there more individuaHzVd Instruction thi^ year 

than last, ill your school [foF-te^ehers] . . • in your '^' 
district/ building {for administir^tors]?" [Appendix B -5 4] 

This item, concerning the increase in indiyi dualized instruction 

'. * . "1 

over the previous year, was asked of bpth administrators and teachers. 

' V I ■ . ; 

Results show 'that 53 percent of the entire samplVbelieved that more 
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individualized instruction existed. " The figures ranged from 2^ percent 
in New Shoreham to 74 percent in Central Falls. By educational position, 
the percentages v<.ere 64 percent for building administrators, 54 percent 
for elementary schoolteachers, and 42 percent for secotiiaJSr school- 
teachers. 

Data from the FY 1974 impact survey show that 63 percent believed 
that more individualized instruction existed. Comparable data across 
positions are not available from last yearns survey, tmt comparisons of 
the overall percentages from both years indicate that more individualized 
instruction was noted last year than this. ^ 

Item 25. "To what extent does your staff develop precise and 

measurable goal statements for growth in cognitive 
knowledge for students in your school?" [Appendix B-55] 

Item 26. "To what extent does your staff develop precise and 

measiirable goal statements for growth in affective 
areas for students in yourv^chool?" ' [Appendix B-56] 

Item 27. "To what extent does your district/building develop 

(Admin. ) clear and measurable goal statements for aU students 

to gain before graduation?" [Appendix B-57] 

Item 28. "The previous three items^re often collectively called 

(AHmin. ) 'performance goals and objectives. ' Does your district/ 

building implement such a broad program of performance 
goals?" [Appendix B-58] 

The above set of items dealt with the establishment of goals and 

objectives for students. The first two questions concerning cognitive 

and aJ^ective goals were administered to both school administrators and 

teachers. The last two questions on goal statements for students before 

graduation and 'performance goals and objectives ' were asked only 
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administrators. Table III (A and B) addresses these four items, giving ' 
the means and standard deviations for the individual districts and 
respondent positions respectively. . • . - 

Starting with the last item, item 28, the table shows that the 
administrators rated the extent .to which they had implemented performance 
.goals and objectives at 3.2 on a five-point scale, with a standard deviation 
of 1. 1. This ranged from 2.1 from 1;he administrators from Smitjhfield 
to 4. 0 in Providence, According to administrative positions, the central 
administrators rated their extent of implementation at 3.1, the building 
administrators 3. 3. Last yearns sample ranked/this item at 2. 6, thus 
signifying an increase of • 6 this^year* ^ 

In reference to item' 2,7, regarding the development of clear and 
measurable goal statements for all students before graduation, this year's 
administrator sample ranked their performance at 3. 3. This shows the 
slightest increase over the FY 1974 results, which showed a mean of 3. 2. 

When both teachers and administrators were asked to rate on a 
five-point scale the extent to which their school developed cognitive goals^^ 
for stude'nts, the results vaxied from 3. 3 for building administrators to 
3.4 for central administrators, and 3.5 for secondary schoolteachers. 
•The results from last year's survey showed an overall average of 3. 0, 
_with a standard deviation' of 1. 1,^ indicating en increase in 1975 of . 6. 

Ratings for the item concerning affective goals ranged from 2. 8 
for central administrators ^^2* 9 for building administrators, and from 
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3*lfor secondary schoplteachers to 3,5 folr elementary schoolt'eachers. 
The comparable results from the FY 1974 impact survey for this item 
showed an overall average rating of 2. 7, with a standard deviation of 
1. 2, in comparison with the mean of 3. 3 from the FY *75 survey. 



Item 29o 
(Adminis. ) 

Item 30. 
(A dminiso ) 

Item 31, 
(A dminis. ) 

Item 32, 
(A dminis o ) 

Item 33. 
(i\dminis. ) 

Item 34. 
dminis. ) 



"To what extent does your district /building identify 
the wishes and aspirations of the students sittending 
the school(s)?" [Appendix B-59] 

"To what extent does your district /building identify 
the educational, goals that parents desire the school(s) ^ 
to address?" [Appendix B-60] 

"To what extent does your district/building identify 
the educational goals that professional staff desire 
the school(s) to address?" [Appendix B-61] 

"To what extent does your district/building identify 
the local community needs that the ^chool programs 
might aim at?" [Appendix B-62] • ^ 

"To what extent does'your district/building develop 
priorities for the educational goals deemed important 
by all the groups mentioned in the last four items?" 

[Appendix B-§3] 

"Some people have said that th^e above five statements 
taken together or co^Uectively comprise what is calted 
"nee(Js assessment' o To what extent does your district/ 
building conduct such a comprehensive needs assessment? 

[Appendix B-64] 



The next set of six items on the Administrator Instrument in the 
impact survey periatined to the area of needs assessment, and applied 
only to the administrators included in the sample. The first five items 
dealt with specific aspects of heeds assessment, and the sixth was a 
general item concerning the extent to which administrators felt they ^ 
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implemented a comprehensive needs assessment plan. TKe overall 
average to this general question, (item 34) was 3. 6 on a one-to-five 
scale ('*not at all" to "to a very greafextent"), with a standard deviation 
of 1. 1. This- ranged from 2. 5 in New Shoreliam to 4. 3 in Providence 
-andMiddelton, and from 3o'Sfc.for central administrators to 3. 5 for 
building administrators. 

The administrators polled ranked the five other items relating to 
needs assessment, all on a five-pbint scale, as staff goals, 4.1; develop 
priorities for goals, 3. 9; identify parent goals, 3. 7; and identify * - 
student needs and aspirations, 3. 5. Building administrators consistently 
rated the items approximately . 3 Qf a point higher than central adminis- 
trators. Item ratings for individual school districts^ ^re displayed in 
Table IV (A and B). 

Item 35. "Have you made, rhoi^e attelnpts this year to gain 

^(Adminis. ) access to non-local financial support for your district/ 
building than last year?" * [Appendrx B-6i6] 

A*n average of 59 percent responded affirmatively.- This included 

52 percent of the building administrators and 92 percent of -the central 

administrators, and it ranged from.zerb percent in'^New Shoreham'to 

88 percent in Central Falls. By comparison, the figure from FY 1974 

was 44 percent, ranging from 41 percent of the buildipg administrators 

to 67 percent of the central>|idmini§trators. From the resvlts of both ' 

years* impact surveys, it is clear that bot)a types of administrators 

increased their att^empts to obtain nonlocal financial support over the 
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previous year* 



Jtem 36* ***Have you received more nonlocal financial support 

(A dnxinis. y for ybur district/building programs this year than 
last year?" ^ [Appendix 



An average of 54 percent- of the administrator^L responded 
affirmatively, ranging from zero percent in New Shoreham to 100 percent ^ 
^f the'administratoi;*s in Central Falls and North Smithfield. The 54 
percent included 80 percent o^f the central administrators and 49 percent 
of the building administrators « 

The figure for the FY 1974 impactsurvey was 36 percent^indicating 
an increase for both types of administrators this yeaST 



Item 37 \ '*Hav^ocaT7unds been n.sed to implemeW any practice 

(Adminis* ) or progj?am*introduced to you byjhe Buirea^ of Technical 
Assistance,^ Rhode Island Teacher, Center, Education 
Information ©enter or Altertiate Learning Center?" 

[Appendix B-67] 

li^orty-seven percent of the adminis'trators indicated that they had 
used some local funds for these practices. This ranged frorfl approximately 
25 percent of those in Cranston, Warwick and Westerly, to 100 percent 
in North Smithfield and New Shoreham. Figures were 83 percent for the 
central administrators, 40 percent for the building administrators* 



Item 38 (Adminis>)> "Are you aware that the Regents have provided 
' 27'(Teachers)« ' each district/building within the state the 

^ , option of using one-Half day a y/eek for staff 

^development?" [Appendix B-68] 

The Rhode Island Board of Regents has passed a ruling that allows 
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Schools one-half day ^ week for^staff development. The purpose of 

«5k. 

this next set of four items was to determine first, to what extent, 
Rhode Island educators were aw£ire of this Ruling, and second, to what 
extent the^ere actually using the time set\§ide^for_^aff development. 
On awareness, 48 percent replied'affirmatively, ranging from about 
one -third Pf the edua^rs in Cranston and Warwick to approximately- 

77 percenfe in Providence and Ney Shoreham, and 92 percent of the 
central administrators, 79 percent of the building administrators, arfd 
approximately 40 percent of the teachers, 

According to last year's impact survey, 50 percent of , the educators 

« 

sampled reported ^awareness. Among this half of the Respondents were 

78 percent of the central admitiistrators, 75 percent of the building 

adrnitiistrators and about 43 percent of the teachers,- indicating a slight 

y 

decrease in FY 1975. \ 

Item 39 (Adminis. ). "During the past school year, has your school 
28 (Teachers). used the half-day per'wfeek staff development 

rule?" [Appendix B- 69] 

Respondents were asked to rate their use of the half-day ruje on • ^ 

" a fivi^int scale ("never" to "every week"). The overall mean of 

V 

their scores was 1. 6, with a^sta^ard deviation of 1.0. This ran from 
a rating of 1. 0 in Cranston and Smithh^^, no use at all, to 2. 4 in 

9 

North Smithfield'and 2.5 in Providence, little us,e. Means were 2. 3 for • 
central administrators, 1. 8 for building administrators, 1. 6 for secon- 
dary schoolteachers and 1. 4 for elementary schoolteachers. 
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Item 4.0 (A dminis. ). "During'>the past school year, how many days 
29 (Teachers). £>t staff development have you participated in?" 

- , . [Appendix-B-70] > 

In additiorn to rating the use of staff development time, th^ 

respondents were asked to note the actual number oflikjf-days gpent in 

sta^f development. . The mean for the total sample was 3. 0 half-dayS, 

with a standard deviation of 5. 5, ranging from no days in Smithfield 

and New Shoreham, to .9. 4 Ijalf-days in North Smithfield. 

Data from last year's survey reported an overall mean of 4. 3 

half-days. No information is available across positions frbm last year's 

data, but a comparison of the total sample mean indicates a decrease in 

i^se of st^f development from FY '74 to FY '75. 

Itefai 41 (A dminis. ). "Is this an' increase in the time you spent , 
,30 (Teachers). in staff development over last year?" 
; •' • [Appendix B- 71] 

An average of 17 percent indicated an increase in staff development 
activities, ranging from less thaa 10 percent of those interviewed in 
Cranston, Smithfield, Middle ton and New Shoreham, to 56 percent of 
those in North Smithfield. 'Figures by positions ranged from 13 percent 
for elementary schoolteachers and building administrators to 23 percent 
for secondary schoolteachers and 64 percent for central administrators. 

Fifty--two percent of last year's sample reported an increase, 
ranging from 44 percent of the superrintendents to 67 percent of the 
building administrators, and about 50 percent of the teachers* A com- 
parison of the two year's data shows a sharp decrease from> FY '74 to FY 



■ • * \ -V. 

Item 42 (Adminis,.). "Have you done cooperative planning with sLny 

■ ' 31 (Teachers). ^ institution of higher education within the state' 

' of Rhode Island during the past year?" ^ 

[Appendix B-74] 

An average of 27 percent indicated that they had participated in 
cooperative planning with institutions of higher education within Rhode 
Island* This varied from 9 percent of those polled in Warwick to 50 
percent of^the sample from North Smithfield, and included 100 percent 
of the central administrator^, 45 percent of the building administrators, 
arid 20 percent of the teachers taking part in the surveyo 

In the FY '74 survey, this question was ^s2ed only of administrators. 
Results indicated that 67 percent of the central administrators and 44 
percent of the building admitiistrators participated in cooperative planning 
with institutions of higher education, showing a negligible increase for . 
building administrators, and an increase of 33 percent for superintendents. 
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CHAPTER '4 



DISCUSSION OF RESULTS 



The results of the survey summarized in Chapter 3 will , 
be discussed as they apply to each of the eleven objectives 
listed in Chapter 1. Wherever possible, impact data from 
FY 1974 and the current FY 1975 will be compared. Conclusions 
based on the extent to Ayhich changes were made over the years 
and the extent to which RITC met its objectives will also be 
explored. Since a random type of sample was drawn, these 
results are generalizable to all educators in Rhode Island, 

Before proceeding with this examination, however, the • 
chapter will present awareness data from the survey, and ^ 
compare these figures with last year's. This information will / 
give the reader a sense of how well known is the RlTC in the 
stateo * X 



Awareness. ' . ^ 

Although awareness of the Center and its specific services is not 
explicitly stated as an objective, it seems obvious that in order for RITC 
to accomplish its aims, it must be widely recognized within the st^te. . 
Data show that 76 percent of the FY '75 saihple was aware of the exis- 
tence of RITC, an increase of 24 percent over 1974. Elementary and' 
secondary schoolteachers showed the greatest increase, 30 percent, 
with both at th,e 70 percent awareness level. Practically all (97 percent) 

of the building administrators' and^all of the central administrators 

' '-^ 

surveyed were aware of ^e Center. 

Awareness of .specific services showed that 64 percent were aware^ 



of the ALC/ 47 percent EIC, 28 percent program devel&pment consultants, 
17. percent student needs assessment, and 13 percent teacher needs; 
" assessfhent. These figures represent a substantial increase in aware- 
,ness of ALC, and a slight increase for both EIC and program development 
consultants^ There was no change in student needs assessment and a ^ 
decline of 6 percent for teacher needs assessment services. Awareness 
was greatest for central administrators, followed by building adminis- 
trators, and least for elementary and secondary scUoolteacherSQ 

The data indicate that RITC has been even 'more successful this 
year than last in making itself known across the stac^^e, particularly in 
the areas of in-service training, EIC and program deyelopment consultants. 

Of special significance is the large increase 'in .awareness of teachers, 

* ' V' ' . 

who represent the majority of prospective clients for the'^n-service 
training. On the other hand, RITC has been somfe^hat less successful 
in making educators aware of teacher needs assessment. This sugjgest: 
that the importance^of teacher needs assessment to the program develop- 
ment cycle, should be reexamined. If this still appears to be a critical 
ingredient, then m^re emphasis should be placed on making educators, 
and in particular, administrators,' niore aware of this serviceo 



Objective lo 



"Establishment of learner objectives and the 
measurement of pei^formance with regard to 
these objectives. " \ ' ^ 



Results showed that both teachers and administrators rated the 
extent to which they established cognitive ^als to students significantly 



higher in FY '75 than in FY '74, This -same trend was noted when the 
two groups rated the extent to .which they established affective goals, 
although the mean ratings were slightly lower, indicating as in the 
past that Rhode Island educators perceive themselves as establishing 
slightly more affective goals for their students. 

Administrators indicatecj a slight increase in their ratings of the 
extent to which they had developed clear, measurable goals for all students 
before graduation, a substantial increase in their rating of the degree 
to which Ihey implemented performance goals and objectives. 

These results indicate first that educators still establish more 
goals in cognitive areas than in affective areas for students, which is 
Consistent with last year's findings. Furthermore, they indicate that 
considerable gains have been made in the establishment of performance . 
goals and' objectives, at least as perceived by the educators sampled in 
the FY 1975 .survey compared with those sampled .in FY '74. It suggests 
that more emphasis should be placed on developing the capacity of 
.•educators for dealing with" the problem of establishing affective goals 
for- students. ^ ^ . 

Objective 2. "An increase in staff developnient in local , , 
. education agencies." ^ 

One of the vehicles for local education agencies to use the services 

of BTA andlRl^IfiTis through the use of organized staff development time 

inthe districts. Within the past several years, the Rhode Island Board 

of Regents passed a ruling which allows schools /districts to reserve 



one-half day a week for the purpose of staff development. The extent of 
increase in the use of this staff development time provides evidence of 
the success of Objective 2. Results show that educators were slightly 
less aware of the ruling in FY '75 than in FY '74, and, iti. general, made 
less use of staff developme«t time. Furthermore, there was a large 
decrease in the percentage of persons who felt they had spent jjiore time ^ 
in staff development during the past year. 

" These data indicate that although time has been allocated for staff 
development, individual districts do not make maximum use of it. It 
may suggest a strategy on the part of the RITC to formally make^tricts 
aware of this ruling through the use of a widely circulated newsletter, 
newspaper articles, or use of teachers' professional organizations. 
Awareness of the staff development ruling, coupled with the awareness of 
general RITC resources, might promote greater use of the Teacher Center 
throughout the state. 

Objective 3. "An increase in the amount of field-based in- 
service training for teachers, "v ' . 

The discussion concerning this objective deals not only with the 

increase in the amount of field-based training, but also with the quality 

of training, its outcomes, and the extent to which this training is related 

to the needs of the participants. The results showed an increase in the 

use of ALC, from 21 percent in FY •74' to 33 percent in FY '75. Other 

'data showed that 42 percent of the FY 'Vs-.saniple participated in other 

field^based training activities outside the'dnes offered through the Rhode " 



f . 

Island Teacxher Center. No data on this type of "other" participatiot^^ 
■were gathered for last year's sample. 

The quality of the training offered by ALC was rated on a five - 
point scale across three dimensions, presentations, materials, and 
^ achievement of objectives. The results show that the training offered 
in FY '75 was as effective as the training offered in 1974. 

The extent to which the training addressed the needs of the educators " 
was rated as positively as was the quality over the past two years, although 
a greater percentage of 1975 educators indicated that the problem still 
existed. Participants desiring training in the same area increased, those 
desiring training in some other area decreased. 

The' data showed a su:bstantial increase in the use of ALQ training, 
about 30 percent, and about 40 percent involved in other field-based 
in-service training not pffered by ALC. The data also indicated that those 
participaUng-vin the training offered by ALC found it to be of high qu^aEty 
and pertinent' to their needs. "The majority of the-.respondents desired 
more training in the future, either in the same area or a different one. 
These data, in conjunction with those gathered for Objective 2, suggest 
that since more training is desire'd, educators ?ould make better use of 
the time allocated to staff development by participating in some- form of 
.in-service- training. An appro'priate source for this training would bp. 
tl>e Alternate Learning Center. . . 

J , . . ^ . ■ ^ 
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Objective 4 . "A n increase in cooperative planning between 

< institutions of higher education and local education 

agencies' staffs." 

Results indicate that a larger percentage of administrators 
participated in cooperative planning during PY '75 than in FY '74. No 
data were available on teacher participation in FY '74, but 20 percent 
of the teachers participated in som^ form of this activity this year. These 
data'indicate that RITC is meeting the objective of increasing the amount 
of cooperative planning between institutions of higher education and local 
education agencies, although continued effort in this effort seems war- 
ranted. 

Objectivl^S. "A n increase in cooperative planning between . 

' institutions of higher education staffs and §tate 
department of education staffs. " 

There is no direct evidence to support this objective, since neither 

state .department of education nor institution of higher education persons 

were included in the sampling. Evidence of this activity is likely to 

exist in the survey of consultant effectiveness, which can be obtained 

from Rhode Island Teacher Center management. 

O bjective 6^ ''An increase in the'. number of new programs and 
practices being used by the local school system. " 

The data showed a 6 percent increase in the number of adminis- 
trators who indicated that new curriculum or instructional practices had 
been introduced in their school/districts over the past year, evidence 
that the objective, was achieved. , 

55 



Objective 7, '^Realiocation of budgeted resources in the local 

education agencies and institutions of higher education. * 

Approximately half of the administrators indicated that they had 

used some local funds for RITC practices within their school/district 

during the past year. ^ 

Objective 8, "An increase in the ampunt of out-of-district 
funding sought and received. " 

The survey provides clear evidence to support the fact that 
administrators increased the out-of-district funding sought as well as 
the out-of-district funding received, a steady increase in both categories. 
Objective 9. "An increase in the indices of student performance. " 

The largest percentage of educators responded that they did not , 

know whether achievement scores had increased either a§ measured by 

statewide testing or by other standardized tests. Of those answering 

"yeS" or "np, " approximately 30 percent indicated that the scores had 

increased, about 13 percent indicated a decrease. There is no directly 

comparable datk from last year's survey. ^ . 

Objective 10. "Establishment of the problem -solving capacity 
in local education agencies. " 

Results from a series of five questions rating different aspects 

of individualized instruction show that educators. iri general give the 

highest rating to "frequently measuring individual performance, " 

followed by "having different students working on the same objectives at 

different speeds. " Overall, most educators repprted that between some 

and most of the teachers provided individualized jtnstruction'to their 

students • ' 
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The data show that about half of the teachers felt there had been 

an increase in individualized instruction in their classrooms, but this 

number was about 30 percent less than last year's sample. A similar 

trend was noted when educators^we^B-poiled about the increase of 

individualized instruction in the schools /districts. Although over 50 

percent of the total group agreed that an increase existed, this repre- 

sented a lower percentage than those indicating an increase last year. 

The evidence suggests that although the implementation of individualized 

instruction is still increasing in classrooms, schools and districts, 

it is not increasing at the same rate as it did in either FY '73 or FY '74. 

Objective U . "Establishment of the problem -solving capacity 
in local education agencies. " 

^ In examining this objective, the use of several RITC/BTA services • 
must be studied, including the use of the Education Information Center, 
program development consultants, student and teacher needs assessment, 
a.nd attendance at awareness conferetices. The first step in the problem- 
solving process is the articulation of the problem. 

, Needs Assessment . The data show that administrators indicated 
that they had implemented comprehensive needs assessment to some 
extent. Although these data are not directly comparable with those 
gathered last year, 59 percent of the administrators in the FY 1975 sample 
felt that they had implemented a comprehensive needs assessment to a- 
great extent, compared with 46 percent of the administrators in FY '74. 
This increase was greater for bmlding administrators than for central 

J 
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administrators, indicating that perhaps individual schools were beginning 
to do more in the area of needs assessment. A further breakdown shows 
that both groups of adnainisjtrators considered professional staff goals 
more important than student, parent, or community goals. These data 
are similar to those found in last year's sjir^ey. 

I 

In terms of use of RITC/BTA needs'a^sessment services, all 



categories of respondents reported an increase in the^use of student 
needs, assessment sponsored by RITC/BTA . The percentage using 
student needs ^sessment in FY '75. was 10 percent, compared with 4 
percent in the previous year, while use of teacher needs assessment 
increased very slightly from 5 to 6 percent; 

The data seem to indicate that Rhode Island educators are slowly 
beginning to use formal methods of needs assessment to help, .articulate . 
educational problems within their local education agencies..' If the techno- 
logy of needs assessment becomes further articulated, greater emphasis 
of this service would seem warranted. This will probably require that 
-the utility. of the activity in the problem-solving process be made more 
explicity,- particularly as it relates to the identification of student, parent 

and community needs. 

' . .^ Program Development Consultants^ . As with student needs assess- 
ment, program development consultants were^sed almost twice as much 
in FY 1975 as in FY 1974. Twenty percent indicated that they used these 
consultants, with administrators reporting the greatest use. 

Education Information Center. The EIC was used more in FY '75 
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than in FY '74, approximately as much as the program development 
consultants. 

Awareness Conferences » Attendance at the Awareness Conferences 
stayed at the same level of 12 percent over the two year span. 

The data for these objectives indicate an overall increase in 
practically all services provided to educators for the purpose of arti- 
culating problems and surveying potential solutions. The key to this increase 
seems to lie in the greater use made of the program development consul- 
tants, since they are the major link between the Center and the local 

education agencies. It is clear that if this objective is judged on the 

• ' /' , 

basis of the extent to which RITC provides these services, thevCenfer 

has achieved its goal of establishing problem-solving capacity to a 

larger extent this year than last, ^ Furthermore, outcomes of these 

services were listed, which show the relationship between the services 

arid the desired educational change. 

Summary , : . > , ^ 

~ *» , ' ' ' ' • 

In conclusion, the data show" that, in general, RITC is meeting 
its objectives. Particularly notable are the greater use^of consultants, 
EIC, needs assessment services, and training, and the leveling off of 
use 6f awareness conferences. At the same time that these increases 
ih usage were noted, educators were indicating greater Implementation 
of -comprehensive needs assessment, more use of performance gpal^; 
and objectives, more individuaUzed instruction, receipt of more nohlocal 
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funds, and participation in more cooperative planning between institutions 
of higher education and local education agencies* ^ ^ 

One decrease was noted, the amount of awareness of time spent 
in formal staff development. Reasons for this particular decSrease 
should be further explored, and, if warranted, more^mphasis should 
be placed on this objective in FY '76o ^ 

As was the case last year, a larger percentage of administrators 
than teachers used RITC,vbut there was an increase in elementary and 
secondary schoolteachers' use. Finally, RITC/BTA seem to have an 
important impact on Rhode Island educators* and the extent of this impact 
' seems to be increasing. More educators are using a wider variety of 
RITC services, thus more firmly establishing RITC as an agency which 
delivers a broad range of problem -solving skills to local education 
agencies across the state. 

t 
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APPENDD^ A 
FY '75 Impact Survey Instruments 
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RHODE ISLAND TEACHER CENTER (RITC) 
STATEWIDE IMPACT SURVEY 
INTERVIEW SCHEDULE 



ADMINISTRATOR 



NAME< 



CENTRAL OFFICE ADMINISTRATOR. 

BUILDING ADMINISTRATOR * 

SCHOOL 



SCHOOL DISTRICT. 
DATE 



NAME OF interviewer! 



i 



I ArL >«>u dware ol the existence of the RITC^ (You may also know RITC any one of the following. Bureau of 

1 L'.hpiLdr Assistance Lduiation Information Center^ Alternative Learning Center, Program Development Consuhants. 
II so. check^'ves.") • \ 

Yes No \ 

, • . . - ^ \ 

2 Which ot the following components ofihe RITC are you aware of ? (check the pnes of which you are aware) 

a. Alternate Learning Center 

_J b. Education Information* Center 

c. Program Development Consultants \ 

^ \ 

t» d. Student Needs Assessment 



e. Teacher Needs Assessment \ 



* 



3. To what extent have you used any of the following services as they have been provided by the RITC? 

a. In-Service Training (Alternate Learning Center) ^ ! 

participated^ ^ participated in all 

• }^ ^ * that were available 

"One - in my school system 

b. Awareness Conferences (Alternate Learning Center) ^ 

attended Awareness Conference IV, October 8, 9, 1974 

- did not attend Awareness Conference IV, Octobef 8, 9, 1974 ; 

c. Education Information Center 

( ) ( ) s )■ ( ) { ) 

made nO use used this 

• of this ' service a 

service ^ great deal 

d. Program Development Consultant 

• ' ( ) ( ■) ( ) (') ( )- 

made no use ^ used this 

of this service a 

• service . great deal 

* . • e. Student Needs Assessment 

( } ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) > ' 

made no use ^ used this 

« of this ^ service a 

service . great deal 

f. Teacher Needs Assessment 

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 

m^de no use . used this' 

of this - 4, . . service a 

, service ^ great deal 

4. For any of the*RITC services you have checked in item 3, briefly explain how you have used them by first identifying 
the name of .the service and second, list the outcomes of this service, (i.e., outcomes could be changes in behavior, 
occurrence oT significant events, plans, programs, proposals, documents or materials produced.) 

a. Name of service; 



List of outcomes: 



b. ^ame of service: _ 
List of outcome^:.^ 
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c. Name ol service 
List ol outcomes. 



5. Did y.vu participajle in any in-service training during the past year (June 1974 to present) from Uie following list'^, (check 
the trainmg in which you participated.) ' \ ' ^ 

a. individually Guided Education/Multi-Unit School (IGE-MUS) 

' b, The Teaching of Science-A Self-Directed Teacher Education Program 

c. Materials & Activities for Teachers and Giildren (MATCH) 

d. Minicourses 

e. Concepts and Materials ^ 

f. First Step 

g. Career Education (Secondary) ^ ' * 

h. Apex (Office Simulation) 

i. Wisconsin Design in Reading: Word Attach and Study Skills 

j. Project Management 

J k.» Determining Instructional Purposes 

1. Evaluation Workshop I 

m. Creative^Problem Solving*" 

n. Individually Guided Education-Jr^ High and Middle School 

0. Improvisational Techniques for- the Classroom 

p. An In-Service Workshop for Teacher Training in Environmental Education 

q. Experiences in the Metric System 

r. Right to Read Workshops ^ ^ ' , . 

6. Other than those listed above, how many school-based in-service workshops did you participate in during the last year? 
no. of workshops 

Specify name(s) of workshops: j 



7. Plcdbc answer the following questions as they pertain the most recent workshop in which you have participated. 

Please .specify the workshop most recently attended ^ _ _ , 

' 

8. To what extent were presentations of the training effective'^ 

^ • ( ) ' ( ) ' ( ) ( ) , „ .• 

ineffective • extremely effective 

9. Rate the quality of the material presented in the. training. 

( ) ( ) ( ) ^ .. ( ) ( ) . 

poor supenor 
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10 lo what extern were the workshop goals achieved' 



( ) 

not at.all 



( ) 



( ) 



( ) 
totally 



I k) \\\u\ e\tent*dt) voQ think the training addressed itself to some needor problem of yours? 

( ) ( ) ( ) { ) ( 

• not at all very Well 



( ) ( ) 
What was that need or problem? (please explain) 



12? Does that need or problem* still exist? 

Yes No 



13, Would you want more training dealing with the same area or problem? 

Yes No 

14. Would ybo want training in some other area? 

\ Yes No 



\ 



if yes. please specify the area(s)_ 



Whom would you contact'^ ; 

1 X Rate the .extent to whiqh you have implemented in your district/building the practices provided to you at the workshop. 

( ) ( ) ( ) ' 



t ) 

implemented 
none of 
the practices 



16. ^lave any new curriculum or instructional practices been introduced in your district/building 



Yes 

If so, please list_ 



No 



( ) 

implemented 
aUof 

the practices 
last year? 



17. Have student achievement scores as measured by the statewide testing program increased in your district/building this 
, year over last year? - - / ^ 

• 4 Yes No , Don't know 



ewid 



18. Have student achievement scpres ^ measured by the standardised tests other than the state\^ide testing program 
increased in your building/districtthis year-over last year? 

Yes ^ ^No Doh't kno w 

19. In your district/building, do teacher^^ structure lessons so that different students t)f the same age or grade work toward 
different , learning objectives? - " . 

( ) ■ ( ) . ( ) 



none of the 
teachers 
do this 



( ) , 
aUofthe 
teachers ^ 
do this 



20. In your district/building, dojeachers structure lessons so that different students can advance toward the same learning 
objectives at different rates of speed? 



( ) . 

none of the 
TeacKers 
do this 



( ) 

all of the * 
teachers 
do this 
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21 . In your dibtnct/building, do teachers structure lessons so that students work toward the same learning objectives using 
different equipment, material or activities? 

none of the * . all of the 

teachers . teachers 

do this ' • 

22. In your district/buildmg, do teachers assess the level of students* performance? 

f- <J.o,.. <> 1"^;.- 

( teachers ^eachers 

\ . do this " do «his 

23. Sonle people have said that the above four statements (19-22) taken together or collectively comprise what is called 
mdividualVed mstruction. To what extent does individualized instruction exist in your district/building? 

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ' P ^ ^ 

not to a very 

at all extent 

24. Is there more individualized instruction this year than last in your district/building? * 

Yes No 

25. To what extent does your staff develop precise^and measurable goal statements for growth in cognitive knowledge for 
students in your school? 

( ) ( ) ( ) . ( ) . ( ) 

not X to a very 

at all K^eat extent 

2b. To what extent does your staff develop precise and measurable goal statements for growth in affective areas for 
students m your school? 

I ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 

not ' <o a ve'y 

at all ^^^^ extent 

27. To what extent does your district/building develop clear and measurable goal statements for all students to attain 
before graduation? 

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ^ ^ ^ P 

not to a very 

at all great extent 

2^. The previous three items are often collectively called "performance goals and objectives." Does your district/building 
1^ implement such a broad program of performance goajs? . ^ 

( ) ' ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 

/ not to a very 

at all extent 

' 29. To what extent does your district/building identify the wishes and aspirations of the students attending the schobl(s)? 

( ) . ( y ( ) ( ) 'P \^ 

^ not . . ^ , toavery .S; \ 

ataU great extent ^. 

30. To what extent does your distnct/building indentify the educational goals that parents desire the sdhool(s) to a^Hiess- 

' ; ^ ( ) ( ) ' ( ) ^ ( ) P X ' V ^ 

' not s toavefv . \ 

, at all . - {preat extent ^ \ 

31. To whai extent does your district/building identify the educational goals that professional staff desire ^^^|chool(s) 
to address? ' ^ • < ."^^V-C 

• . not ^ toav^ . 

. at all ' ^ great extent. J / 

32. To what extent does your district/building identify the local community needs that the school prdgrams^ight aim at 

lot ^oavery y 

' at all ! great extent 
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33 To what extent does your district/building develop priorities for the educational goals deerped important by all the 
groups mesVioncd in the last lour items*' 

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 

not t« a very 

at all great extent 

34. Some people have said that the above five statements (29-33) taken together or collectively comprise what is called 
"needs assessment/* To what extent does your district/building conduct such a compcehensive needs assessment'^ 

( ) ( ) ( ) ( )• ' ( ) 

not to a very 

at all fif^eat extent 

35. Have >ou made more attempts this year to gain access to non-local financial support for your district/building than 
last year'^ 

Yes No 



3(>. Have vou received more non-local financial support for your district/building programs this year than last year'' 

Yes No__ 

37. Ha\e local funds been used to implement any practice or program introduced to you by the Bureau of Technical 
Assistance. Rhode Island Teacher Center, Education Information Center, or Alternative Learning Center'' 

Yes No 

3is. Are you aware that the Regents have provided each district/building within the state the option of using one-half day 
d week for staff development (i.e., staff development could be in-service training, attendance at conferences, program 
planning, curriculum development)? 

Yes No 



39. During the past school year, has your school used the half-day per week staff development rule? 

( > ( ) • ( ) ( ) ( ) , 

never sometimes every week 

40. During the past school year, how many days of staff development have you participated in? 

number of half-days 

41. Is thi^an increase in the time you spent in staff development over last year? 

Yes No 

42. Have you done cooperative planning with arty institution of higher education within the state of Rhode Island during 
the past year (i.e.. planned in-serVice training, worked on a proposal for federal money, used IHE persons as consultants, 
or resources in any way)? 

Yes No 
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RHODE ISLAND TEACHER CENTER (RITC) 
STATEWIDE IMPACT SURVEY 
INTERVIEW SCHEDULE 

/ TEACHERS 



NAME 



■ f 

ELEMENTARY SCHOOL TEACHER (K-6) . 
SECONDARY SCHOOL TEACHER (7-12) . 



SCHOOL 



SCHOOL DISTRICT 



^ATE 



NAME OF INTERVIEWER 



1 . Are >iju aware of the existence of the RITC? (You may also know RITC as any of the following Bureau of Technical 
Assistance* EdOcation Information Center, Alternative Learning Center, Program Development Consultants.) if :>u, check "yes/ 

Yes No 

2. Which of the following services provided by the RITC are you aware of? (check the ones of which you arc awaic) 

_ _ a. Alternative Learning Center d. Student Needs Assessment 

b. Education Information Center e. Teacher Needs Assessment 

c. Program Development Consultant 

3. To what extent have you used any of the following services as they have been provided by the RITC? 

a. In-Service Training (Alternative Learning Center) • 

( ) c ) ( ) 



( ) 

participtted 



in 
none 



( ) 

participated in all 
that were available 
in my school system 



b. Awareness Conference (Alternative Learnm^Genter) 

attended Awareness Conference IV, Ofetober8,9, 1974 

did not attend Awareness Conference IV, October 8, 9, 1974 

c. Education Information Center 

( ) 



( ) 

made no use 
of this service 



d. Program Development Consultant 

( ) ( ) 

* made no use 

of this service 

e. Student Needs Assessment 

( ) ( ) 

made ho use 
of this service 

f. Teacher Needs Assessment 

( ) ( ) 

made no use 
of this service 



( ) 



( ) 



( ) 



( ) 



( ) 



( ) 



( ) 



( ) 



( ) 

used this service 
a great deal 



( ) 

used this service 
a great deal 



( ) 

used this service 
a great deal 



( ) ■ 

used this service 
a great deal 



4., For an> of^the RITC services you have checked in item 3, briefly explain how you have used them by first identifying 
the name of the service and second, list the outcomes of this sprvice. (i.e., outcomes could be changes in behavior, 
occurrence of significant events, plans, programs, proposals, documents or materials produced.) 

a Name of service: 

List of outcomes' 



b. Nameof servicd' 



List of outcomes: 
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c Name of service* 



List of oiucomes* 



5. Did \ou paiticipate in any of the in-service training during the past year (June 1974 to present) from the following 
list? (check the training in which you participated) 

a. Individually Guided Education/Multi-Unit School (IGE-MUS) 

b. The Teaching of Science-A Self-Directed Teacher Education Program 

c. Materials and Activities for Teachers and Children (MATCH) 

d. Minicourses 

e. Concepts and Materials (CAM) ^ 

f. First Step 

g. Career Education (Secondary) 

h. Apex (Office Simulation) 



_ I. Wisconsin Design in Reading: Word Attach and Study Skills 
_ J. Project Management 

_ k. Determining Instructional Purposes * 
_ I. Evaluation Workshop I 
_ m. Creative Problem Solving 

_ n. Individually Guided Education-Jr. High and Middle School 
_ 0. Improvisational Techniques for the Classroom 

_p. An In-Service Workshop for Teacher Training in Environmental Education 
_ q. Experiences in the Metric System 

__ r. Right to Read Workshops ^ 



6. Other than those listed above, how many school-based in-service workshops did you participate in during the last year? 

# of workshops • . 



Specify name(s) of workshops:. 



7. Please answer the following questiqns as they pertain to the most recent workshop in which you have participated. 
Please specify the workshop most recently attended> ' 



8. To what e:|j^nt were presentations of the training effective? 



( ) • ( ) ( ) . ( ) . ( ) „ 

ineffective ^extremely 

effective 
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9. Rate the quality of the material presented in the training. 

(,) ( ) ( ) 

poor 

10. To what extent were the workshop goals achieved? 



( ) 

not at all 



( ) 



( ) 



( ) 



( ) 



( ) 

superior 



(. ) 

totally 



II . To what extent do you think the training addressed itself to some need or problem of yours? 



( ) ( ) 
Wliat was that need or problem (please explain)^ ^ 



( ) 

not at all 



( ) 



( ) 

very well 



12. Docs (he problem or need still exist? 

Yes No 

1 3. Would you want more training dealing with the same area or problem? 

Yes No 

14. Would you want trainmg m some other area? 

Yes No 

If yes. please specify the area(s) 



1 5. Rate the extent to which you have implemented in your classroom the practices provided to you at the workshop. 

implemented implemented 
none of the aU of the 

practices practices 

i b. Have student achievement scores as measured by the statewide testing program increased in your schobl this year 
over last year? 

Yes No Don't Know 

1 7. HavQ student achievement scores as measured by the standardized tests other than the statewide testing program 
increased m your school this year over last year? ^ 

Yes No Don't Know 

1 8. In your classroom, do you structure your'lessons so that different students of the same age or grade work toward 
different learning objectives? ^ ( 

( ) ( ) ■ ( ) " 



( ) , 

none of my 
students do this 



( ) 

all of my 
students do this 



19. In your classroom, do you structure your lessons so that different students can advance toward the same learning 
objectives at different rates of speed? , - ' 

( ) ( ) ( ) ■ 



( ) , 

none of my 
students to this 



all of my 
students do this 



20. In >our classroom, do you structure your lessons so that different students work toward^he same learning 
objectives using different equipment, material or activities? < 

( ) ( ) ( ) 



none of my 
students do this 

21 . In your classroom, do you assess the level of your students' performance at frequent intervals? 

( ) ( ) ' " ( ) r.( ) 

I do this for ^ ^ ^ 

none of my ^ ' 

students 



all of my 
students do this 



( ) 

I do this for 
ail of my, 
students 
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\ 

::. Some people h«ive said that the abovelfou? statements (18^21 ) taken together or collectively comprise what is called 
.nHliv*duali/ud msir,Ui.iion. To what extent'doei individualized instruction exist in your classroom? 

( ) '-(') \ ( ) ( ) ( ) 

not ■ : • ^oa/en; 

a( 2II S'c^t extent 

23. Is there more individualized instruction'^tftis year than last .(n your classroom! 

\es^ ; * No 

24. Is there more individualized ii^struction this year than last in your schooH 

Yes No 

25. To what extent do you develop precise and measurable goal statements for student growth in cognitive knowledge 
tor your students? 

( ) ( ) ( ) (O ( ) 

• not to a very 

at aU extent 

26. To what extent do you develop precise and measurable goal statementsjor student growth in affective areas for 
your students'* 

( ) ( ) (J ( ) ( ) 

not ^ to a very 

at aU g^^t extent 

27. Are you aware that the Regents have provided each school/district within the state the option of using one-half day 
a week toi staff development (ii., staff development could be in-service trainings attendance at conferences, program 
planning, curriculum development)? 

Ves % No : 

28. During the past school year, has your school taken advantage of the half day per week staff development policjf? 

( ) ' ( ) ( .) / ( ) ' ( ) , 

never sometimes every week 

29. During the past school year, how many days of staff development Have you participated in? 

' number of half-days 

30. Is this an increase in the time you spent iri staff developinent over last year? 

Yes No ' . • , 

31 . Have you done cooperative planning with any institution of higher education within the state of Rhode Island during 
the past year (i.e.. planned in-service training, worked on a proposal for federal money, used^IHE persons as consultants or 
resources in any way)? • ** '..^ • ' ^ 

Yes No ' • 
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Appendix b • 

Computer Data Tables for FY '75 Impact Survey 



Item # 1 - "Are you aware of the existence of the RITC?" 
A. A ccording to positions 
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r% f\ It 

ROW 
TOTAL 


CENTRAL AOMIN ] 


[ 12 
[ lOO.O 


I 0 I 
I 0 I 


12 
3.1 


BLOG AOMIN 


[ 

[ 97.0 


I 2 I 
I 3.0 1 


66 
16.8 


' SCNORY TCHR 


I 61 
[ 69.3 


I 27 I 
I 30.7 I 


88 
22. (» 


ELEM T^HR^ 


[ 163 
I 71.8 


I bk I 
I 28.2 I 


227 
57.8 


, COLUMN 
TOTAL 


300 
76.3 


93 
23.7 


393 
100.0 


According to school district 








:yes 


NU 

T T 
• 1 « X 


D n u 
TOTAL 


PROVIDENCE ] 


[ 27 
[ 71.1 


I 11 I 
I 28.9 I 


38 
9.7 


CRANSTON J 


[ 38 
77 tb 


I 11 I 
I 22.'* r 


U9 
12.5 


SMTHFL3 


[ 37 
[ 8<».i 


I 7 1 
I 15.9 I 


11.2. 


"^CNTRL FALLS 


[ 23 
[ 7'».2 


I 8 1 
I 25.8 I 


31 
7.9/ 


— • 

NO SM THFLD ] 


[ ,30 
[ 100.0 


I ,01 
I -.0 I 


30 
7.6 


HOONSKT ' , . : 


[ kl 
[ 71.9 


I 16 I 
I 2.8.1 I 


57 
1W.5 


WARWCK 


[ 35 
[ 62.5 


I ^ 21 I 
I V 37.5 I 


56 
1<*.2 


T 

HSTRLY ] 


[ 21 
[ 91.3 


1^.2 I 
I 8.7 I 


23 
5.9 


MDLTHN ] 


[ kQ 
[ 70.2 


I 17 I 
I 2 9.8 I 


• 57 
1«».5 


NSHORHM 


[ y. 

[ 100.0 


I 0 I 
I 0 I 


8 

'2.0 


COLUMN 
TOTAL 


300 
76.3 


93 
23.7 


393 
100.0 
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Mem # 2-a. "Are you aware of the Alternate Learning Center?" 



A. ' According to positions 





lYES 


HO 




ROW 






I 






TOI AL 








I 






















I 12 


I 


0 






CENTRAL AOMIN 


1 100.0 


I 


0 


I 3.1 






I 58 


. I 


o 
8 


I DO 




BL06 AOHIN 


I 87.9 


r* 


12.1 


I 16.8 






I 


I 


'♦7 


T DO 

I So 


* 


SCNORY TCHR 


I <f6. & 


1 




T you 






I li»l 


I 


86 


I 227 




ELEM TCHR 


I 62.1 


I 


37.9 


I ^ 57.8, 


/ 


COLUMN 


252 






.393 




( TOTAL 


6<f .1 




35.9 


100.0 
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B. 'a ccording to school districts 

:yes~' no 



COLUMN 
TOTAL 



252 
6<f .1 



ROW 
TOTAL 













I 25 ] 


[ 13 . I 


38 


PROVIOEMCE 


I 05.8 . ] 


[ 3'».2. I 


9.7 




I., 13 ] 


[ 16 I 


'♦9 


CRANSTON 


I 67.3 ] 


: 32.7 1 


12.5 




I 35 ] 


[ 9 I 




SMTHFLD 


I 79.1 ] 


[ 20.5 I 


11.2 




I 20 ] 


[ 11 I 


31 


CNtRL iFALLS 


I 6<».5 ] 


[ 35.5 ""I 


7.9 




I 23 ] 


[.71 


30 


NO SM THFLO 


I''76.7 ] 


[ ^3.3 I 


7.6 




I 33 ] 


[ Zk ] 


57 


WOONSKT 


I 57.9 ] 


[ 1*2,1 1 


1'».5 


m 








i 

WARWCK 


I 29 


[ ' 27 1 


56 


I 51.8 


[ <f8.2 ] 


1'».2 




I 11 


[ 12 I 


23 


HSTRLY 


I «t7.8 


[ 52^2 I 


5.9 




I 37 ' : 


[ 20 I 


57 


MOLTWN 


I 6'».9 


[ 35.1 I 


1'».5 




I 6 


[ 2 ] 


: 8 


NSHORHH 


I 75.0 


[ 25.0 ] 


2.0 



1<»1 

35.9 



393 
100.0 
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Iten. H 2-b. "Are you aware of the Education Information Center?" 

A, A ccording to poisitions - ' ^ 

~ lYES NO ROW 

I TOTAL 





I 






> 














I 


12 I 


0 ] 


t . 12 


PFMTRAL AOMIN 


I 


100.0 I 


0 


t 3*1 
I 












* 


I 


5k I 


12. 


[ 66 


RLOG ADHIN 


I 


81.8 ] 


18.2 


I 16«8 














I 


39 1 


[ 1*3 


[ 88 


scnory" tchr 


I 




[ 55.7 


I 22.'* 














I 


81 ] 


1*»6 


I 227 


ELEM TCHR 


I 


35.7 : 


[ 6(*.3 


I 57.8 




-I- 








COLUMN 




186 


207/ 


393' 


TOTAL 






52. y 


. 100.0 
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B. Accor ding to school districts 

lYES NO ' =^0W 
I TOTAL 
1*1 I 

I I I 

I 17 I 21 I 38 

PROVIDENCE I ^'♦.7 I 55.3 I 9.7 

-I - — I I 

I 23 J 26 I '♦9 

CRANSTON ' I *»6.9 I 53.1 I 12.5 

r I 

, I 23 I 21 I 

-SMTHFLO I 52.3 I '♦7.7 I 11.2 

-I I I 

. I Ik I 17 I 31 
CNTRL FALLS I <i5.2 I 5'».8,I'. 7.9. 

-I -—I I \ 

I 21 I 9 1 3( ■ 

NO SM T.HFLO ' I 70.0 I 30.0 I 7.( 

-I I -I 

,1 > 26 I 31 i 57 
MOONSKT * ' I '♦5.6 I 5'».'»jL 1'».5 

-I— I f*« ' • 

I Ik I kZl I , 56 

WARWCK I 25.0 I 75.0 I 1'».2 

-I IJ^ I • 

' . I 18 I 5 1 23 

WSTRLY I 78.3 I 21.7 I 5.9 

-I I -.-I 

I ' 28 I 29 I 57 

MDLTWN I <»9.1 I 50'.9 I 1'».5 

1 --I 

I 2 1 6 1 8 

NSHORHH ',' 'I 25.0 I 75.0 I 2.0 

-I 1 1 

- . ■ ^ COLUMN 186 ' 207 • . 393 

TOTAL k7*Z 52.7 100.0 
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Item ^ 2-c> ^*Are you aware of the Program Development Gonsultantfe^^ 



A'. ' According to positions 



CENTRAL AOfUN 

> * » ' 

bld6 aohin 
scndrV tch^rV 
elem tchr 



COLUMN 
tOTAL, 



YES .* NO 

« * 

a • l / 



.ROW 

tot^al; 

10 I t l 

83. ^ I ' 1&.7 I 

"♦S I 20" L"' 66;^ / 
L 69.7 J 304 r 'I <V . ' 

2^ I.: -.67. J5- .._68 ■ 

•.i.23.9 I" •7-6. V I 22, - 
— ---y-I-r-.-^--.- 1 

3V ■ 1^ ' .'t^3' 227 

i^— - — — T-^-r , 
• . ill,. J ; .-3^2:* ^93 

• 28.2 . ,7'l.-8" •> \l60.0 - 



♦ • ' • • 

r » > 



J 
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B, According to ^choof districts' 



* ■ ' ^ ■ '? 

providence 

sm^hflS . ' 
gntrl falls ^ 

• -no sm • , thflo 

• • • I 

WOONSKT 
WARWCK 

•4 

WSTRLY. 



MDLTHt^ 

NSH0RH1 

i 



1 C... 



COLUMN 
TbTAL 



*N0 



t 



ROW ' 
TOTAL 

T . ,9 li 2.9/. 3-8 . 

f*. ••"23.7 l fS\Z XI' 9. .7 ■ 

I - = ^ 

13 I , 36 : 1 . 

'■ '2.6.5 I 73.5 I 12^' 5-: • 
— I i'— •' 

^'^^ l"! I. .33'- I 

25.0. I . 75.0. .1 Ml. 2 
— °— ^-^I.— 'f. 

• - 9 • I 22 J 31 ' 
' 29.0 I 71..0 -I - 7.9*- 

4.3 I, ' 17-.; L. 30 ^ 
<i3v? I 56.7-1 7.T6 ' 

10 I ^ht l\ ' 57 ' 
1.7.5 I /b^.S I" 1'».5'^ 
-^-I --^i .• ; ■ 

"/S I <f8 J" * 56 
14.3 I ' 85.7 I lif.2 

-F T-^-i;, • 

'. 13 I . To I 23 

.56.5 •I'.'»3.5 I 5.9 

—•——It 1 

.19 I « 38 I, .57- 

3J.3 1 66.7 I li*,"^ 

- .-I---- -I 

6. I 2 I..' 8.. 

?5.0 f • 25.0 I ' 
li- — .1- 

11^. 262 ^ ;. 396^ 

2'8.2 71.8 . 100.0 



5* 



. 2 - » 



4 



• It 



V: 



B-4 



Item it 2-d. "Are you aware of Student Needs Assessment?" 



A, ^ ■ According to positions 



CENTRAL AOMIN 



•BLO.G AOMIN 



-SCNORY TCHR 



1. 

I 

2, 

5.. 



EUEji TCHR 



col6mn 

TOTAL 



YES 



NO 



J 



ROW 
TOTAL 



l.I 

7 I 
58.3 I 


2 

5 

'♦1.7 


.1 

-I 

I 
I 


12 
3.1 


28 I 
k2,i* I 


38 
57.6 


^ I 
I 


66 
16. 8 


11 I 
12.5 I 


77 
87.5 


I 

'I 


68 
22, k 


21 I 
9.3 I 


206 
90.7 


.1 
I 


227 
57.8 


67 
17.0 


326 
83.0 




393 
100. 4 



'Bi According to school dis 



ricts ^ 



ERIC • 



PROVIDENCE 



CRANSTON' 



,SMTHFLO 



- Ontrl falls 



1 . 

3;- 



NO S'M THFLO 



MOQNSfCT 

warwci^ 

>..\ 
WSTJ^LY ■ 



moltwn 



NSHORHi 



7. 



8. 



.•9. 

' ro.. 



column 
total 



YES 



NO 



ROW 

total 



1>] 


[ 2.1 




• 9 
23.7, : 

9 ^ 

fa.**-" 


I 29 I 
[ 76.3 I 

[ — -r 1 

[ <fq I 

li 81.6 I 


38 
9.7 

'♦9 
12.5 


6 

13.6 


I • 38 I 
I .86. (» I 
I 1 


11.2 


■ . 6 

If 


I ' 25 I 
i ' 80.6 ^ 


31 
7.9 


: '30.0' 


l\ ^21 I- 

I 74) . a .1 


. 3,0 
7.6 



3 

5.3 



16.1 



' 6 
26.1 



'. 9 
.15.8 



1 

12.5 



67 
17.0 



5«» I 

9i».7 I 
w 1 

N '♦^ ^I, 
• 83.9 I 
1 

17 I 
73.9 f 
1 

<»8 I 
8I1.2 I 

1 

7 I 
87.5 I 
- — I 

326 
83.0 ' 



5 7 
1<».5- ' 

1U2 - 

23" 
5.9 

57 
1«».5 

8 

2.0 

393 
100.0 



B-5 



8'i 



Item a 2-e . I'Are you aware of Teacher Needs Assessment?" 
A. ' According to positions 

2. 



CENTRAL ADMIN 



ERIC 



BLOG AOHIN 



SCNORY TCHR 



ELEH TCHR 



2. 



3. 



ROW 
TOTAL 



COLUMN 
TOTAL 



1. I 

1 -- 

6 1' .6 
50.0- I .50.0 

— 1 

22 I 
33.3 I 66.7 
1 

5 1 83 
5.7 I 9'».3 
1 

18 I ' 209 ' 
7.9 I 92.1 
1 

51 ZkZ 
13.0 87.0 



12 
3.1 

66 
16.8 

88 
22. «» 

227 
57.8, 

393 
100. 



B. According to school districts 

:yes 



PROVIDENCE 
CRANSTON 
SMTHFLO 
CNTRL falls'* 
NO SM THFLD 



2. 



3. 



5. 



, MOONSKT 
MARWCK 
WSTRLY 

>10tT'HN 

/ 

N^HORHH 



6. 



7. 



8. 



9. 



10. 



NO • . 



ROW 
-TOTAL 



COLUMN 
TOTAL 



7 I 
18. «♦ I 


31. 
81.6 


I 38 
I • 9.7 


7 I 
1«».3 I 


kZ 
85.7 


I • «»9 
I 12.5 


5 I 
11, «» I 


39 
88.6 


I 

I , 11.2 


2 I 
6.5 I 


29 
93.5 


I .31 
I 7.9 


5 I 
16.7 I 


25 
83.3 


I 30 
I • -7*6 


1 I 
1.8 1 


56 . 
98.2 


I 57 
I 1'».5 


7 I 
.12* 5 I 


k9 
87.5 . 


I 56 
I 1^*. 2 


I* I 
17. «♦ I 


19 
82.6 


I 23 
I -5.9 

T • V * 


11 . I 

.19.3 I 


80.7 


I 57 
I 1'».5 


' 2 I 
25.0- I 


. 6 
- 75.0 


I 8 
I 2.0 


51 
13.0 


- 3k2 
. 8^.0 


393' 
100.0 



B-6 



8C 



Item # 3-a« ' "To what extent have you used In-Service Training (A LC)?" 



A . According to positions • 

Tnone little 



l.I' 2. 
1 

2 1 0 • 

16.7 I , 0 

1 

30 I ,6 
'♦5. 5 I 9.f . 



1. 



CENTRAL ADMIN 



BLOO ADMIN 



3. 



SCNORY TCHR 



ELEM r3HR f 



SOME MUCH 

3.1! <*. 
tr 

3 li. 1 

25.0 8.3 
■7-X-! 



. 1 

'7k I ' > 2 
8(».l I :2.3 
r— r — -I 



158 
%8.6 



COLUMN 
TOTAL 



I 29 
I 12.8 *. 

■I 

26«» • .37 

67.2 ., 9.W 



VERY MUC 
H 

5. 



i: 



12" I:.'- 

18.2 r; 7.6 



k- -i I 

«».5 I 

1- 



I* 



. % I 

G 1 
-I. 

28 
7.1 



15 
6.6 



25- 
6.«» 



6 

50. 0 



13 
19. 7 



I* 

k,5 



. 16 
7.0 '• 
.-j 

39 
9.9 



ROW 
TOTAL 



3.r 

66 
16.8 

88 
22. (» 

227 
. 57.8 

393 
100.0 



B. According to school districts . 

■NOHE LITTLE '.^OHE 

l.t 



PROVIDENCE 



CRANSTON 



SMtH^^LD 



1. 

2. \ 
3. 



CNTr^}.\-..FALLS 

V\ 5. 
NO SR TMFLD ■ 



WOONSKT 



WARWCK 



•^^v.>ISTRLY 
.' MOU-TWN 



NSHORHM 



ERLC 



7.- 

; 8 . 

9. . 
10. 



COiUHN 



KUCH 



2.1 



29 I 
: 76.3 . I 

1- 

36 I 
" 73.5 I 

— r----:'r'?i' 



2' I 
5.;3„ I 
--I- 

2 I 
t».l I 
.— -I- 

"8 I 



1 

' 3 i 2 
.7,9 'I , 5.3, 
"'r-'lr--'- — 

V 'I • * 2 
8.2 i '♦.-1. 

---- 

^'2 ,1. ^ 3 



6.8 



' 3 
9.7* 



59s4' •"'I 18.2„ I ' k,S I 

'r'—rl — I 

- 1«» I ' VI k I 
'♦5.2 .1 12.9 I 12.9 , I 

I I I 

2fl;\ I . • 2 I 3 1 
66.7 -I 6.7 I 10.0 I 
-Ir^- 1 1 

38 I 3 I ^, 3 L 9 

66i7 I 5.3 ^ I ,5.3 I 15.8 

I — — J 

«»3 I -8 I 3 ' I '2 



2 

6.7 



76.8 



1%.3 



5,1* 



3.6' 



I --I'- I- 

"22 ' I* O.I ' 0 -.1 
95.7 I 0 1- -8 I ^ 

^-i— i.Ii 

• 36- I '7 1 6 1 2 

63.2 I 12;^ a 10.5 Ix 3.5 

- I —I' ^— 1-- 

0 1' II- 01 0 

0 i 12.5 I 0 1 a 

' I I 1- 

26«» , 37 , 28 '25 



0', 
0 



VERY MUC 
571 



2 

5.3 



. 5 
'l0.2 



5 

11.. «♦ 



6* 



3 

10.0 



k. 
7.0 



■ 0 

. 0' 



1 

M,3 



'6 

10. 5 



87.5 



39 



ROW 
TOTAL 



38 • 

«»9 
12.5, 

ki* 
11.2 

f 

31 
7.9 ^ 

. 30 
7.6 

57 
1«»..5 

. 56 
1'».2 

23 
5.9 

ft 

... 57 
1<».5 

8 

• 2.0 



393 



B 



Item # • *''Have you attended Awareness Conference IV?*'- 

A.' According to positions ' - * 



1. 



CENTRAL AOMIN 
BLOG ADMIN 
SCNORY TCHR 
.ECEM TCHR 



2. 



3. 



COCUMN 
TOTAL 



[YES 


Nu 


(<0W »• 




r 


9 


TOTAL' 




r ' 1..: 


[ 2.. I 






I 6 


['61 


12 


, r 


I 50. 0 


I 50.0 I 


3 .1 




I - 2«» 


I '♦2 I 


66 




I , 36. V 


i 63.6 I 


16.8 


> 


I 5 


I 83 I 


88 




f 5.7 


I g'f.S I 






I 12 


I 215 I 


> 

227 




1 , 5.3 




57.8 




«»7 


3«»6 


3.93 




12*^ 


. 88.0 


100.0 • 





B, i^c cording to school districts 

:rES 



o ■ 
ERIC 



PROWIOENCE. 

CRANSTON 

SMTHFLO 
.CNTRL FALLS 

NO SM THFU) 

WOONSXT 

M^ARWCK 

HSTRLY. 
' MOtTHN 

NSHOf^HH 



1. 

2.' 
3>. 
<». 
5. 

- 7. 
\ 8* 

lb. 



NO 



ROW- 
TOTAL 



. 3 
7.9 



7 

li».3 



■'— I- 
I 
I 

•I- 
I 

I' 

1- 

7 I,: 

15.9 X 
— — ---I- 

k I 
' 12.9 .1 
— — I- 

r I 

. 23,3 I 
L 1. 

8^ I 
1<».0 I 
——-VI- 

^ ' ■ .6 ..I 
10.7 



0 
0 



<» 

7.0 



1 

12.5. 



COLUi^N 
TOTAL 



J»7 
12.0 



' 2.1 

35 I 38. 
.92.1 I 9.7 
—I 

kZ I '♦9 ■ 
85.7 r -12.5 
1: 

'37 .1 ■ kk. 
6k •! "l 11.; 2" 


'. 27 ' I ' 31 

87.1 I 7.9 



*'23 I * 30 

76.7' I 7;6 

----- ri .-. 

<»9 I 57 

8^.0 I 1<»^5 

f 50. I 56 

X ,89.3 -I l'f*2 

l—i- — I ' 

I 23 I • 23 

I 100.0 I . 5.9'. 

I— — X . 

I 53 I ' 57" 

I 93.0 I IV. 5 

I 1 

I 7 ,1 p 8 

I 87.5 • I - 2.0 , 

I-- I 

3«»6 393 

86.0 lOOvO 



B-8 



CIV*'' 

r J 



Item 3-c. "To what extent have used Education Information Center?*^ 



;A. a ccording to positions 







I NONE 

I , 1« 


LITTLE 
I 2. 


SOME 

[ ' 3. . 


MUCH 


VEilY MUG 
H ' 

[ , ^tl 


,ROW 
TOTAL 




1. 


I 0 • . 


I 0 ] 


[ 5 ] 


[ 3 


I ^ I 


12 


. vC'ENTRA^ AOMIN 




I 0 


[ 0 


[ ^fl*7 , ] 


[ 25.0 


[ 33.3 I 


3.1 




2.. 


I 3Q 


[ 1«» 


I 13 ] 


[ 7 


[ 2 I 


66 






I <»5.5 


I 21.2 


[ 19.7 


[ 10.6 


I 3.0 t 


16.8 




3. 


I '7tf 


I 10' 


I 5 


[ 3 


I .01 




* SCNORY TCHR 




,1 79.5 


I 11. «♦ 


I 5.7 


I 3.t» 


I 0 i 


' 22'. «» 






I 198 


I 1% 


I 9 


[ 1 


I 3 1 


• -'22^ 


' ELEM TQKR 




I 87.2 


I 7.0 


I <».0 


I .<» 


I 1.3 1 


57.8 


- . COLUMN 
. . TOTAL 


298 
75.8 


10.2 . 


32 
8.1 


l** " 
3^.6 


9 

. 2.3 


393 
100.0 



B. , A ccording to schdQl districts 

:nONE^ LitTLE SOME 



PRQVIOENCE 



CRANSTON 



2. 
3. 



SMFHFLO 
GNTRL FALLS 
NO SH THFLD 
WOONSKT 
WARWICK 
WSTRLY 
MOLTWN 
NSHORH^- 



5i- 

7. 
8. 
9. 



10. 



ERJC COLUMN 
BBBMB T'OTAl^ 



MUCH 



ViRY MUC 

H. 



ROW 
TOTAL 





2.1 


3.1 


<».I 


5^ 




71.1 I 


3 

7.9 


I 
I 


5 I 
13.2 i 


1 I 
2.6 I 


2 

5.3 


I .. 38 
I - 9.7 


«»b I 

. 81.6 I 


2 

\ «».l 


I 
I 


3 . I 
6.1 I 


^ 2 I 
W.l I. 


2 

*».! • 


I U9 
I 12.5, 


32 I 
72.7 I 


9. 
20.5 


■t 
t-. 


2 I 
V.5 I 


0 I 
0 I 


1 

2.3 


I WW • 
I 11.2 . 


'19 I 
61.3 I 


"•■ 3 
. .•9.7 - 


I 
I 


3 I 
9.7 ,1 


5 I 


1 

3.2 


I - 31 
I 7.9 


20 I 
66.7 i 


16.7 


I 

I , 


5 I 
16.7 I 


0 wl 
0 I 


Si 


I 30 
I 7.6 


'»3 I 
75. W I 


7 

12.3 


I 

i ' 


3 I 
.5.3 I 


2 I 
3.5. I_ 


2 

3.5 


I 57 
I 1W.5 

I 56 
I 1W.2 


W9 I 
87.5 , I 


M 
7.1 


I 
I 


3 I 
5.(» I 


• • .0 I 

0 • I 


0 

0 


1<» ' I 
60.9 I 


- 2 
8.r 


I 
I 


5 I 
21.7 I 


1 I 
I 


1 

. '».3- - ■ 


I 23 
I • 5.9 


«i9' I 
86.' 3 I 


W 

7.0 


I 
I 


3 I 
5.3 I 


1 I 
1.8 I 


0 

0 ' 

f 


I 57 
I 1W.5 


•5 r 

62.5 I 


1 

12.5 


I - 
i; 


0 I 


. • 2 I . 
■■ .25.0 I 


0 
0 


I ' 8 
I . 2.0 . 


298 
75.8 


10.2 




' 32 
8.1 


3.6 


.9 
2.3 


• 393 . 

orl00.. 0 , 



B-9 



Item ff 3-d. "To what extent have you used Program Development»Consultants?" 



According to positions 



NONE 



LITTLE 



S.OrtE 



MUCH 



VERY MUC 

-H 



ROW 
TOTAL 







l.I 


2.1 


3.1 


V. I 


-5.1 




CENTRA,L AOMIN 


1. I 


I I 
8.3 I 


0 I 
0 I 


2 I 
16.7 I 


2 I 
16.7 I 


7 I 
58.3 I 


12 
3.1 


9LDG ADMIN, 


2. I 


31 I 
1*7.0 I 


8 I 
' 12.1' I 


li» I 
21.2 I 


7 I 
10.6 I 


■ 6 I 
9.1 I 


66 
16. 8 


SCH'ORf TCHR 


3. I 


68 I 
'77.3 I 


.11 I 

12.5 r 


f* I 
W.5 I 


1 I 
1.1 I 


f* I 
'♦.5 I 


88 
22.'* 


ELEm' TCHR 


4. ' I 


21'» I 
9«» . 3- I 


8 I 
3 -.5 I 


1 I 
.f* I 


. 3 I 
1.3 I 


1 I 


. 227 
• 57.8 


' COLUMN 
TOTAL - 


31'«- 
79.9 


27 
6.9 


•21. 
5.3 


13 
3. 3 


18 
<f.6 


393 

ioq; 0 



B. According to school districts 

:ND-NE .LITTLE SOME 




PROVIDE 



CRANSTON 



SMTHFLO 



CNTRL FALLS 



NO SM 

HOONSKT 

WARWCK 

WSTR.LY 

MOLTWN 

NSHORHM 



THFLD 



ERIC 



1. 

2. 
3. 

» 

1*. 
5. 

I 

6. 
7. 

8. 
9. 
10. 



G-OLyMN 
TOTAL 



MUCH 



VERY MUC 
H - 



' ROM 
TOTAL 



,1.1 


2.1 


3. I 


(».I 


" 5.1 


> 


33 I 


.2 I 


0 I 


1 I 


2 I 


38 


86.8 I 


5.3 I 


0 I 


2.6 I 


5.3 I 


9.7 


39 i 


2 I 


5 I 


1 I 


2 I 


'♦9 


79.6 I 


k.l I 


10.2 I 


2.0 I ^ 


«».l I 


12.5 


37 I 


2 I 


2 I 


3 I 


0 I 




8<».l I 


'♦.5 I 


'♦.5 I 


,6.8 I 


0' I 


11.2 


20 I 


^ 3 I 


«♦ I 


0 I 


f* I 


3^1 


bf*.5 I 


9.7 I 


12.9 I 


0 I 


12.9 I 


7.9 


15 I 


8 .1 


2 I 


2 I 


3 I 


30 


50.0 I 


26.7 I 


6.7 I 


6.7 I 


10.0 I 


7.6 


52 , I 


2 I 


1 I 


1 I 


1 I 


57 


91.2 I 


3.. 5 I 


1*8 I 


1.8 I 


1.8 I 


1«».5- 


52 I 


3 I 


0 I 


0 I 


1» I- 


56 


92*9^ I 


5.1* I 


0 I 


0 I 


1.8 I 




15 I 


3 I 


2 I 


2 I 


1 I 


23 


65.2' I 


13.0 I 


8.7 I 


8.7 .1 



it.Z I 


5.9 


1*9 1 


2 I 


2 I 


3 I. 


2 I 


57 


8«».2 I 


3.5 I 


3.5 I 


5.3 I V 


3.5 I 


- IV. 5 














3 I 


0 I 


3 I 


0 I 


2 I 


8 


37.5 I 


0 I 


37.'5 I 


0 I 


25.0 I 


2.0 


3i<» 


27 


2t 


• IS 




393 


' 79U9» 


6.9 • 


. 5..3 


3.3 




100.0 











B-10 



item # 3-e. "To what extent have you used Student Needs Assessment' 



A. According to positions 

:flONE LITTLE SOME 



1. 



CENTRAL AOMIN 



RLDG AOMIN 



SCNORY TCHR 



ELEM TCHR 



2. 



3. 



;OLUMN 
TOTAL 



MUCH 



1. 



7 

58.3 



7*».2 



81 
92. P 



217 
95.6 



35'*. 
90.1 



2.1 3. 

I 

2 1 1 
16.7 I 8.3 
1— 

8 1 7 
/\2.1 I 10.6 

1 

6 I 
6.8 I 

-I 

8 1 2 
3.5 I .9 
1 

2<» 10 
6.1 2.5 



0 
0 



• 2 
16.7 



? 

3.0 



1 

1.1 



5 

1.3 



ROW 
TOTAL 



12 
3.1 

66 
16.8 

88 
22,1* 

227 
57.8 

393 
100.0 



* B. According to school distr 



ERIC 



NONE 



cts 



ITTLE SOME 



MUCH 



ROM 
TOTAL 







1. 1 


2.1 


3.1 


i*,l 






' • 1 . I 

RROVIDEIilCE I 


33 I 
86.8, I 


3 I 
7 . 9 .. I 


2 I 
5.3 I 


0 I 
0 I 


38 
'9.7 




CRANSTON 


^ ' 2. I 


(»6 I 
93.9 I 


2 I 
(».l I 


0 I 
0 I 


1 I 

2.0 I 


'♦9 
12.5 




SMTHFL3 


3. I 


f*! .1 
93.2 I 


1 I 
2.3 I 


2 I 
«».5 I 


0 I 
0 I 


11.2 




t*,. I 

CNTRL FALLS I 


23 I. 
7*».2 I 


>* I 
12.9 I 


3 I 
9.7 I 


1 I 
3.2 I 


31 

- .7i9 




NO SM 


5. I 

THFLD I 


21 I 
70.0 I 


8.1 
26.7 I 


0 I 
0 I 


■ 1 I 

3,3 I 


30 
7:.6 




MOONSKT 


6. ■ I 


51* I 
9«».7* I 


1 I 
1.8 I 


2 I 
3.5 I 


0 I 
0 I 


57 
1<».5 




**• 

WARWCK 


7. I 


52 I 
92.9 I 


2 I 
3.6 I 


1 I 
1.8 I 


1 I 
1.8 I 


56 
1<».2 




WSTRLY 


8. /l 


^20/ I. 

67 -1 


2 I 
8.t I 


t — f*,\ I 


23 
5.9 




MOLTWN'- . 


9. I 


"Ts^ I 
'/98'.2 I 


1 I 
1.8 I 


0 I 
0 I 


0 I 
0 I 


5.7 
li*,5 




NS40RHM 


' 10. I 

A I 

• 


8 1- 
100.0 I 


.. 0 I . 
0 I 


0 I 
- 0 I 


- 0 I 
,0 . I 


8 

2.0 


B-U 




COLUMN 
' TOTAL 


35«» 
90.1 


^6.-1 


10 
2.5 


5 

• 1.3 


393 
100. 0 t 


SO 

• 



Item ft 3-f. "To what extent have yotj used Teacher Needs Assessment?" 



A Acc ording to positions ^ 

[-.NONe LlTTbE 



CENTRAL AOMIN 



t^LOG AOMIN 



SCNORY TCHR 



• 3. 



ELEM TCHR 



SOHE 



COL-UMN 
TOTAL 



VERY MUC 
H 



ROW 
TOTAL 



1*1 


2.1 


7 T » 


5.1 




10 . I 
83*3 I 


1 . 
8.3 


I 
I 


1 I 

ft 7 T 


0 ] 

n 1 


[ 1? 

[ 3.1 


55 I 
83^3 I 


7 

10. 6' 


I 
I 


k I 

6.1 . I 


0 ] 
0 ] 


66 . 
[ L6«S 


[ 8«» I 
[ 95". 5 I 


- 3 


I 
I 


C I 

' 0 X 


1 

1»1 


[ 88 - 

[ 22.'* 

r ^ 


[ ?21 .1 
[ 97. «♦ I 


1.8 


I 
I 


2 I 
.9 I 


0 

- .0 


[ 227 
I 57.8 


3-70 ' 


15 
3.8 




7 

1.8 


1 • 


393 
100.0 



B. According to school dj&tricts 

=^0Nr"< crrrtE ■ some . 



- / 



PROVIDENCE 



CRANSTON 



•''St^THFlO 



CNTRL F'ALLS 



1.. 



2. 



3. 



NO SM . TttFLO- 



WOONSKT 
.WARWCK 
visTR^Y ■ 
MOLTMN 
.NSHORH^ 



5. 

I- 

i 

7. 

8V • 
9. ' 
10. 



COLUMN 
■ TOtflL 



1. 



3'* 



if7 
95.9 



370 
9«».l 



2.1 

1- 

, 2 'I 
•5.3- I 

I- 

1 I. 
2.9 I 



3. 



VERY. MUC 
H 

5. 



2 

5.3 



1 

2.0 



97.7 I 


2.3 


• I 


• 0 I 


0 I 


11.2 


28 1 
90.3 1 


' • 1 

■r 3.2 


. I 
I 


1 I 
3.2 I 


• 1 I 
3.2 I 


31 
7.9 


28 1 
93.3 ] 


1 

L .;• 3.3 


I . 
I 


1 I 
.3.3 I 


- 0 I 
0, I 


30 
7.6 


56 ] 
>98.2 ] 


[ 1 

[ 1. 8 


I 
I 


0 1 

•a I 


0 1 
0 1 


• 57 
. 1'».5 


Sk ] 
.96. «♦ 


[ 2 

[ . 3r."6 


I« 

I 


. 0 I 

0 I- 


0 I 
. 0 ] 


-56 
.1«».'2 


20 ' ] 
87.0 ] 


[ ' 3 

[ i3;o 


I 
I 


0 I 
0 1 


■ 0 ' ] 
0 ] 


: •> 23 
: 5.9 




[ 2 
t 3.5 


• 1 
I 


' 1 I 

1.8.1 


0 ] 
0 ] 


57 
1«».5 


: ^61 

[ ' 75.0 


[ . 1 
t -12.5 


' I 
I 


1 I 

12.5 I 


0 ] 
0 ] 


8 

[ 2,0 



. 15 
3.6 



7 

1.8 



1 
.3 



ROW 
TOTAL 



- 38 
9.7 

12.5 



393 
100.0 



B-12 



Item #5-a. "Did you participate in IGE/MUS?" 



A, According to positions 





L 

I l.I 


KUw' 
TOTAL 




I 11 


1 


CENTRAL AOMIN 


I 100.0 I 
-I 1 


2.1 


2. 


I If* I 


l** 


BLOG ADMIN 


I 100. b I 


,29.8 


3. 


I 12 I 


12 


SCNORY TCHR 


I lOO-.O I 


25. 5 


<*. 


I 20 l' 


20 


ELEM TCHR 


I 100.0 I 


i»2.6 




-i— i 




- COLUMN 




>7 


TOTAL 


100. Q, 


100.0 



NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS = 



B. According to school districts 



t» 1« 

PROVIDENCE 


I '.t-Z 
I 100. 0 


I 2 
I k.Z 


■CRANSTON 


. 2. 


I 2 
I 100.0 


I 2 
I". k,3 


SMTHFLO 


. 3. 


I ■ . 1 

I 100.0 


I ; • • "'l 
I 2.1 


■. NO SM 


5. 

THFLD 


I 10 
I '1.00.0 


r 10 

I 21.3 


WOONSKT 


6. 


t ■ .1 

I ioo.o 


I 1 
.1 2.1 


"wIrwck 




I 1 
I r&o.o 


I 1 
I . 2.1 


MOLTWN 


" 9. 


I 30 

I .iflp .o 


I . 30 
I 63.8 




COLUMN 
■TOTJiL 


••* 100.:0 


'♦7 

• 100.0 



ROW 
TOTAL 



NUMBER OF; HISSING OBSERVATIONS = 



Item '#5-b, "Did you participate in The Teaching of Science 
Directed Teacher Education Program?" 



I 






According to positions . 


I < 

I 1. 


ROM 
TOTAL 


1. 

CENTRAL AOMIN 


I 1 - 

I ICO.O 


I *1 
i 11.1 


2. 

BLOGi AOPIN . 


I ' 5 
I 100.0 


I 5 
I 55.6 


ELEM TCHR 


I 3 
I ICO.O 


I 3 
^ 33.3 

I 



COLUMN 9 9 

TOTAL 100. 0 100.^0 
NUMBER 0- HISSING OBSERVATIONS = 



V 

36k 



B. According to school districts 



4 J 


1. ] 


ROW 
TOTAL 


.'^ 2. I 
6RANST0N I 


2 I 
100.0 I 


22.2 


' * >. 'I 
' k, I 

CNTRL FALLS ' ^I 

' > tr I 


k ] 
ICO.O ] 




6. I 

MOONSKT I 


; ■ 1 : 
100.0 : 


• 1 

[ 11.1 


M0LTWl5 ' I 


2 ] 

100.0 ] 


: z 

[ 22.2 


COLUMN 
TOTAL 


9 

-100. 0 


9 

100.0 



MUMBER 0- MISSING OBSERVATIONS 



Z6k 



Item //5-c. '"Did you participate in MATCH?" 



- A. According to positions 





[ ' l.I 


D A LI 

RDH 
TOTAL 


1. 


I 11 


1 


CENTRAL AOMIN 


I 100.0 I 


20.0 




I *♦ 1 


t» 


ELEM TCHR 


I 100.0 1 


80.0 


COLUMN 


5 


5 


•TOTAL 


100.0 


100.0 



NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS = 388 



B, According to school districts 







I . i;l 


ROW 
TOTAL 

, / 


PROVIOENCE 


1. 


f *♦ I 
I'lpo.o I 


80.0 


CNTRL FALLS 




I 11 

I 100.0 I 


1 

20-.0 


COLUMN' 


5 


5 



TOTAL , 100.0 100.0 
NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS = 



388 



ERIC 



1 . 



V 



Item #5-d. ' "Did you participate in Minicourses 







' ROW 
TOTAL ' 










1. 

. CENTRAL AOtfIN 


I 11 
I lUU • 0 1 


1 

in n 
1 u « u 




• - .2, 
BLOG AOHIN 


t 2 1 

I iDO.O I 


2 

20.0 




3. 

SCMORY TCHR 


I - .'2 1 
.1 lOD.O I 


2 

20.0 


b 

3 


ELEN TCHR 


I 5 : 
I lO.O-.O ] 


: • 5^ 

[ , 5 0..Qs r 


♦ 


COLUHN 
TOTAL 

NUMBER OF HISSING 


(O 10 
lOO.O. 1,00.0 
OBSERVATIONS = 383 





B. According to school districts 



0 

ERIC 









1.1 






1. ] 


•51 




PROVIDENCE 


2. ' : 


: iC'O.o. 1 

: ■ 1 ] 




CRANSTON 


: 


[ 100.0 ] 

[ t ] 


< 


CNTRL FALLS 


« 


[ 100.0 ^ : 








[ 1-- ' 


9 


. WARWCK 


9. 


[ ICO.O:^ 
I 2 


r 


MOLTWN 


> 


I 100.3 



10 



^ROW- 
TOTAL 



5 

50.0, - 
1 

10.0 

1 

10. 0 ' 

I 

10.0 

■ ^ 2 - 
20.0 

10 



COLUMN , 
; TOtAL 100.0 ' 10 0. 04 

^HUMBER e'F M'ISSING'oBSER\(ATIONS = 



383 



B-16 

( 



/ 



Item#5-e. ' 'iDid you participate in CAM/?:'^ 
A. Accor4ing to positidns ' 



1. 



CENTRAL AOMIN 



BLDG ADHIN 



SCNORY TCHR 



ELEM TCHR 



2. 



3. 



1. 



3 

100.0 



100.0 



1 

100.0 



28 

, ICO.O 



ROW 
TOTAL 



3 

8.3 

11.1 
1 

2.8 

*28 
77. 8 



COLUMN 36 36 

TOTAL 100.0 100. Q 
NUMBER OF MISSING ^OBSERVATIONS = * 

4 . • 



B\ According^ to school districts 



PROVIDENCE 
CRANSTON 
CNTRL FALLS 
HOONSKT 
HARWCK - 



MDLTHN 



2; 



7. 
9. 



COLUMN 



ROW 
TOTAL 



1. 



5 I 


> 

5 


100.0 I 


13.9 


7 I 


'7 


100.0 I 


19.4 


2 I 


■ 2 


100. 0 I 


*31r6 






' 5 I 


5 


100.0 I 


13.9 


9 I 


. 9 


100.0 I 


■25. 


8 I 




100.0 1 








36 > 


36 


100.0 


10 9»0 



NUMBER QF MISSING OBSERVATIONS =* 



<^ r -. ' 

/Item # 5-f. "Did you participate in First Step?" 



A'. • A ccbrding to positions 

' . • . a KOW 

'• • I . TOTAL ■ . 

I l.I •• \ 
' 1 -I • ^ 

t. I ■ - 3 . 3. 

CENTRAL AOHIN I 100.0 I 15.8 

-I— 1 

• • ' 2. 1 • 8 1-8^ 

BLQG AOMIN I 100.0 I '♦2.-1 

-I I 

> . . <». I V -8 I 8 

ELEM TCHR I 100.0 I kZ,! 

, ■ ^ -I 1 

— COLUMN 19 19 ... 

TOTAL . 100.0 . 100.0 . 
NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS = ' 37<» 



■ • .» 

B. According to school (districts - 

l" . ROM-'-: 
I TOTAL 

I 1.1 • 

. - . ——I I 

■ • ■• 1. I i I- 1 

PROVIDENCE .1 100.0 I 5.3 

-I — I 

3. I • 111 
, SMTHFLO' I 100.0 15,3 

-I I 

6. I 12 I 12 
' WOONSKT . I 100.0 I 63.2 

-I I ^ 

7. I 5 1 5 
WARWCK I 100.0 I 26.3 

-I--- I 

COLUMN .., • '. 19 ■ 19 
TOT aC- .iO-ff^ O • 10 0.0 
NUMBER OF" -MI^S^nV OBS&RW.I.QNS ■ - • ; 



.•37.'t 



Item # 5-g, "Did you participate in Career Education (Secondary)?" 



Ac cording to positions 



V V 



1. 



CENTRAL ADMIN 



BLOG ADMIEN 



SCNORY TCHR 



2. 



3. 



ELEM JCHR 



COLUMN 
TOTAL 



ROW 
TOTAL 

l.I 

1 

* 5 I 5 
100.0 I 26.3 

... 1 1 . ; 

3 1 3 
100;0 I 15.8 

1 

.91- 9 
100.0 I • 
I 

• 2 1 2 
100.0 I 10.5 

1 

19 19 
100.0 100.0 



NUMBER 0- MISSING OBSERVATIONS = 37«» 



B. A ccording to school districts 







[ 1. 


CRANSXON- - 


2. 


t 3 - 

I looTo 


r. SMTHFLD 


3. 


[ 1 

I 100.0* • 


r 

CNTRL^ALLS 




[ w 
I 100.0 


NO SH THf^LO 


5. 


I 2 
I ICQ.O 


WOONSKT 


6. 


[ W 
I 100.0 


WARM.CK..-- 


7. 


I 2 
I ICO.Q 


. hs:trly 


8. . 


I. 1 
[ 100*0 


J- • •' 

. '..WOLTWN 

''' • , 




[ . 2 . 
[ ' 100.0^ 



ROW 
TOTAL 



3 

15. 8 
1 

5.3 

21.1 

2 

10.5 



WMCy/^'^'^- r'^i^' /TOTAL 100.0 

•■ ™-**- >' V •• ,H«,^S£R OP HISSING OBSERV-ATiONS 



COLUMN 
/ TOTAL 



19. 



1 




37t» 



B-19 



Item # 5-h. "Did you participate in Apex (Office Simulation)? " 



A. According to positions 



BLOG A3MIN 



2. 



3. 



TOTAL 



l.I 



SCNORY TCHR 

COLUMN 
TOTAL 

NUMBER OF MISSJNG' OBSERVATIONS = 









1 


I 


1 




I 

-I 


50.0 


♦ 1 


I 


1 


100. 0 


I 

-I 


50.0 


• Z 




2 


100.0' 




100. (T 



/ 



391 



»B. A ccording to school districts 



. 1 i.. .ROW 

I • TOTAL 

I 1.1 . 

—I I 

7. I . 2 I - 2 
WARWCK I 100.^ I 100.0 

• -I - — I 

COLUMN -2 2. . 

TOTAL 100.0 100.0 
NUMBER 0- HISSING OBSERVATIONS = 391 



\ . 



ERIC 



B-20 



Item #5-i. "Did.you participate in the Wisconsin Deagn in Reading?" 



A. A ccording to positions 







ROW 








TCiTAL 








• 




1. 


I 2 'I 


f . ^2 




CENTRAL AOMIN 


I 100.0 I 


' 8.7 






I 6 1 


. 6 




BLOG AOHIN 


I 100. 0 I 


26.1 






I 15" I 


15 




ELEM TCHR 


1 ,100.0 . I 


65.2 








/ 




COLUMN 


23 


2^3 




TOTAL 


100.0 


100.0 




NUMBER OF HISSING 


OBSERVATIONS = 370 










f 



ERIC 



B. According to 'school districts 







I 1. 


, CRANSTON 


2. 


I 100, o\ 


. SMTHFLO 


3. 


I ' 9 
I ICO.O 


- NO SM • 


5. 

THFLD 

« 


I k 
I 100.0 


» 

WOONSKT 


6. 


I 1 
I ICO.O 


WARWCK, 


7. 


^ i ■ 

I 1^ 
I iqo'.o 


USTRLY 


8. 


I 1 

I 100.0 


MDLTWN 


9. 


I 6 
I 100.0 



ROW 
TOTAL 




^-N^- i;COLUMN 



23 ' 23" 

100.0 ioo;o 



.TOTAL 

NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS = 

B-21 



370 



Item #5-3. "Did you participate in Project Management 



A. According to positions 



4 


[ 1 

[ 1. 1 


ROW 
TOTAL 


2. 

BLOG A3MIN 


I ' 11 
I 100.0 I 


1 

33.3 


3. 

SCNORY TCHR 


I 11 

I 100.0 I 


1 

33.3 


ELEM TDHR ^ 


I 1 : 

I 100.4] ] 


: ' i 

33.3 


COLUMN 
TOTAL 


3 

loo.a 


3 

100.0 



NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS = 390 



B. According to school districts 





1 


I l.I 


ROW 
TOTAL 


V 


PROVIDENCE 


1. 


I 11 
I 100.0 I 


1 

'33.3 


> 


CRANSTQN 


2. 


I 11 

I l^O.O I 


.1 

33.3 




SMTHFLO 


"3. 


1 11 

I 100.0 I 


1 

33.3 




COLUMN 


3 





TOTAL 100.0 , 100.0 
NUM»ER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS = 390 



Item #5-1, "Did you participate in Evaluation Workshop I?*^ 



A . According to positions 







I . 


ROW 
TOTAL 


- 






• 


I 1* 


T 


• 






1. 


I 2 


I 2 








CENTRA!. ADHIN 


I 100.0 


I 50. a 








2. 


'l 'l 


I 1 








BL06 ADHIN 


I 100.0 



I '25.0 








3. 


- I 1 


I 1 








' SCNORY TCH-R 


I 100.0 


I 25.0 




f' 




COLUMN 


I* 


I* 






f 

4 


TOTAL 


lOO'.O 


. 100.0 







NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS = 



389 



B. According to school districts 



CRANSTON 



SMTHFL3 



CNTRL FALLS 




ROW 
TOTAL 



r 

25.0 

1 

25.0' 

2 

50.0 



COLUMN- • . k k 

TOTAL 100.0 • 100.0 
NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS = 389 



ERIC 



B-23 



1 



Item # "Did you participate in Creative Problem Solving?" 

A. According to positions ^ • ' 



CENTRAL fliOMIN, 



BLOG AOMIN 



ELEM TCHR 



2. 



1 



COLUMN 
TOTAL 

NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS = 







. 2 ■ 


I 2 


100. a 


I 28.6 






k 


I 


100.0 


I 57*. 1 


J .7 


7 


100.0 


100.0 



386 



/ 



B. According to school districts 



t 




ROW 






TOTAL 


4 • 


• I ■ l.I 




i"; 


I 2 = 1 




PROVIDENCE 


i IC'0.0 I, 


28.6 


2. 


I 3 1 


'3 ■ 


CRANSTON 


I 1.00.0 I 


<»2.g . 


5. 


I 11. 


i" 


NO SM « THFLO* 


I 100. 0 I 


ltf.3 ^ 


, " 7. 


I • 1.1 


1 


WARWCK 


I 10,0.0 I 


l<i.3 


COLUMN 


7 


7 


TOTAL 


- 100.0- 


100. '0 * 


NUMBER OF MISSING 


OBSERVATIONS 


, 386 



ERIC 



B-24 



\ 



Item # "Did you participate in Individually Guided Education (IGE) 

Jr.- fligH and Middle School?" ' ' ' 



A.* According to positions 







\ 


ROW 








TOTAL 




% 


I 




i 


1. 


I., '1 I 


1 ' 




CENTRAL -AOMIN 


I 100.0 I 


so.o 

4 




3. 


I 1 I 


1 


* • 


SCNDR^ TCHR 


I 100.0 I 


.50.0 


1 


COLUMN 


2 






TOTAL 


ICO. 3 


100.0 




NUMBER OF HISSING 


OBSERVATIONS 


= 391 






«• 





B. According to 'school districts 



2. 



ROW 
TOTAL » 

l.I 

1 • 

2 I 2 

ido.o I 100.0 

..I 

< COLUMN. 2 2 

^ TOTAL 100.0 100.0 
NUMBER OF HISSING OBSERVATIONS = 391 



CRANSTON 



ERIC 



. B-25 



J £_ 



Item a 5-o> "Did you participate in Improvisational Techniques fo 
the Classroom?" 



A. According to positions ' 





l.,I 


ROW 
TOTAL 


1. t 

CENTRAL AOHIN 'I 


«f I 
100.0 I 


<> 

2^.0 


2. I 

BLOG A9HIN ' I 


k I 
lOC.O I 


<» 

20.0 


3. I 

SCMORY TCHR I 


7 I- 
100.0 I 


7 

. 35.0 


<»• I 

ELEM TCHR I 


5 I 
100.0 I 


5 

25.0 


^ X 

COLUMN 
TOTAL' 


20 

1.00.0- 


• 20 
100.0 



NUHBER OF HISSING OBSERVATIONS = . . 373 



B. According to schObl distrifcts 

\l \ ROW 
t ,V TOTAL 





t^-^ t.I 




2. 

CRANSTON 


I Z t 

I 100. 0 I 
[...« 1 


2 

10.0 


cntrl falls 


I 7 I 
I 100.0 I 


7 

35. 0 


NOSM THFLO 


I 1 I 
I 100.0- I 


1 

5.0 


7. 

. harwck 


I ' 2 1 

I ico.r I 


2 

10.0 


10. 

NSHORHM 


I, 8 1 
I 100. Q I 


8 

(»0.0 



COLUMN , 20 ■ 20 
O TOTAL 100.0 100.0' 

hRJC . . NUMBER OF MISSING .OBSERVATIONS^ s 373 



Item It 5-p , "bid you participate 'in An In-Service Workshop for Teacher 
Training in Environrnqptal Education?" 



A*. Accor,ding to positions 



m 




l.I 


ROW 
TO.TAL 


9* 

CENTRAL ADMIN 


• 4 


2 I 
100.0 I 


2 

22.2 


BLD6- ADMIN 


2. • I 


■ 1 I 
■ 100.0 ] 


1 

llkl 


. SCMORY TCHR 
> 


3, I 


2 ] 
1,00.0 1 


[ 2 
[ 22.2 


. ELEM TCHR* 


I 


<♦ ] 
100.0 

I 1 


[ k 
[ (»(*.(* 



COLUMN 9 ' 9 

TOTAL- 100.0 100. 0 . 
' NUMBER ffF MISSING OBSERVATIONS = 38«» 



B. A ceordi'ng to school districts • 







X 1 

I 1.1 


ROW • 
TOTAL • 


« 


CRANSTON 


2. 


I 5 1 
I 100.0 I 


. 5 
55.6 


• 


• 

CNTRL FALLS 


h. 


I 2 1 
I 100.0 I 


2 

22.2 


• 


WARWCK 


7. 

* 


I 11 
I 100.0 I 


1 

11.1 




HSTRLY 


8, 


I ^ 1 I 
I 1,00.0 I 


1 

,.ll..l 


• 



COLUMN 9 9 

TOTAL ■ 100^0 100.0 
NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS = 



38(» 



B-27 



Item #5-q. . "Did you participate in Experiences in the Metric System?" 





A . A ccording to positions 










• 


I 1 • I 


.ROW. 
TOTAL- 


# 




^ 1. 

CENTRAL AOMIN . 


I • 2 'I 
I luU • 0 i 


2 • ' 

• * * 






2. 

BLOG AOMIN 


I «» I 
I 100.0 I 


19.0 


■ : 




3. 

SCMORY TCHR 


1-31 
I ICO. 3 I 


3 

. II*. 3 






ELEM TCHR 


I 12 1 
I 100.0 ] 


12 

: - 57.1 




(? 
s 


COLUMN 
TOTAL 

NUMBER OF MISSING 


' 21-21 
100.^ lOO.-O 

OBSERVATIONS =372 





B. According to school districts 



ERIC 

hfiiinniiinrrTiaaaa 



ROM 
TOTAL 







> 


I l.I • 


1 




• 


CNTRL FALLS 


I 11- 
I 100.0 I 


1 


C 


f 


NO SH 


5. I 2 1 
THFLO i— m-.O, I 


.2 
9.5 






•> 

WOONSKT 


> 

6. 


^ ^ > I 

. I 100.0 I] 


1 ' " • 

(».8 






MARHCK 


7. 


I 3- i 

I 100.0*" I 


* « • 

3 

It*. 3 






MSTRLY 


• .8. 


I 11 

I 100.0 I 


1 




\ * 


MDLTHN 


9. 


I 13, I 
I 100.0 I 


13 
61.9 


• 


•< 


NUMBER OF 


COLUMN 
TOTAL 
NI.SSINS 


2ir V 21 

. 100.0 lao.o 

OBSERVATIONS = 372 










B-28 







Item /i5-r. "Did you participate in Right to i^ead Workshops'^' 



• 'A. According to ^"positions 



1. 

CENTRAL AOMIN 

V - z: 

BLOG AOMIN'' 



3^ 



* SCNORY TCHR ^ 



EL EM 



TOTAL 



COLUMN 
. TOTAL 
NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS = 



to.. j»..-x 




- 3 I 


3 


100.0 I 


18.8 


7 "l 


7 


100.0 I 


<»3.8 


1 I 


< 

1 


100.0 I 


6.3 

•ilk 


5 I 


5 


ICO.O I 


31.3 


16 


16 


100.0 - 


100.0 



377 



I. 



\ According to schaol districts 





v 








' 1.1 


. 2. I 


-& . 1 


CRANSTOM . I 


iGO.o : 


5. 1 


X ■ 


NO SM THFLD I 


100 .-0 


7. I 


k ' 


WARWCK I 


1.00.0 ' 


8. L 


5 


MS.TRL-Y I 


ICQ. a 



COLUMN * 16 
.TOTAL ' 100.0 



ROW • 
POTAL 



6 

37;5 
1 

6.3 

k 

25.9 



3"1*3 

16 
lOO^O"' 



NUMBER 0' MISSING OBSERVATIONS = 



377 
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Item . "Other thantl^ose listed above, liow many school-based in-service 
training; VvorKshop^s did you participalie in during the last year ? " 

A." Accordi^ng to. positions \ . • • 



1. 



CENTRAL AOMIN 

^. BLOG AOMIM - - 

SCNORY TCHR- 
r 

ELEfi TCHR ' 



I 
I 
I 

I' 
I 
I 

-I' 
I 

-I- 
3. I 

I 

-I- 

I 



[ # of workshops ] 



-I- 



C-OLUMN 
TOTAL 



» 

u I 


1. 




2.1 


3.1 




5. ] 


25,0 I 


2 ■ 
16.7 


T\ 
I 


3 I 

\25.,a I 


0 I 

0 1- 


2 I 
16. '7 I 


0 ] 
0 ] 


22-1 
36.7 I 


17 
28.3 


I 
I 


\ 9 I 
•15 . Of I 


3 I 
5.0 I 


2 I 
3.3 I 


■ 2* ] 
3.3 ] 


kt* I 
66.7 I 


18.2 


I 

I 


^ I 
• 7.6 ' I 


k I 

6.1 I' 


0 I 
0 I 


0 
0 


105* . I 
52.8 I 


59 
29.6 


I 
I 


/22 I 
11.1 I 


8 I 

<».d I 


2 I 
1.0 I 


1 ] 
.5 


. 17'* ' 
51.6 . 


90 
26.7 




X . 39 
11.6 


15 V, 
«».5 


6 

1.3 


3 
.9 



(continued) 



[ # of work;shops ] 



ROM 
TOTAL 



ENTRAL A;3MIN 
LOG AOMIN. 
CNORY. TCHR 
LEH TCHR 



1. 

I 

2. 
3. 

I 



COLUMN 
TOTAL 



^6.1 


7.1 


8.1 


10. 1 

• 


-12.1 


2Q.I 


<»0. I 




0 I, 
0 I 


0' 't 
0 I 


0 I 
0 I 


0 X 
0 I 


1 I 
8.3 I 


0 I 
0 t< 


1 I 
8.3 I 


12 
t 3.6 


2 I 
3.3 I 


1 • i 

1.7 ,1 


1 I 
1.7 1 


1 I 
1.7 I 


0 I 
0 I 


0 I 

- 0 I 


0 I 
0 1 


.60 
17.8 


0 I 

0 ' I 


1 ^ I 
1.5 I 


' -v- \- 

q I 


0 I 
0 I 


0 I 
0 I 


0 I» 
0 I 


• 

0 I 
0 I 


66 
19.6 


1 I 
.5 I 


0 I 
0. I 


a I 

0 I 


0 I 
0 I 


0 I 
0 I 


1 I 

.5 I 


0 I 


199 
59.1 


3 
.9 


. .2 
.6 


1 

V .3 


1 

. ° .3 


1 

.3 . 


1 
.3 




337 
100^0 
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Item # 6, '.' Other than those listed above, fiqw many school-based in-service 
~ '■ workshops* did you 'participate in during the last year?" 



According to school districts 

* [ # of workshops ] 



1. 



PROVIDEHCE 



CRANSTOM 



iiMTHFLO 



^NTRL. FALLS . 



5. 



0 SM THfLO 



OONSKT 



ARHCK 



STRLY 



"OLTWN 



NSHORHi 



6. 



7. 



8. 



9. 



10. 



01 



1. 1 



2. I 



3. 



COLUMN 
TOTAL 



13 I 6 1 7 1 5 

39. «♦ I 19.2 I 21.2 I 15.2 



11 
22.'* 



•I- 
I 
I 



19 
38.8 



10 
20.^ 



I 
I 



3 

6.1 



18- I 2 I 6 I 1 

66.7 I I 22.2 L 3.7 



•-^^3 I 
.10,^^ I 



I 

18 I 8 1 

62.1 I 27.6 I 

-.1 i-">T-^-'^.H 

6 I _.-l-5 ■ 3v/I/v>, 2 

23.1 ^"'■■5Z^./' I 



27 I 11 I 
58.7 " I 23.9 I 



'♦\3 



3 

5.5 



I- 

36 I 
66.7 I 



10 I 
18.5 . I 



' 5 I 
9. 3 I 



1 

1.9 



9 

<*5.0 



20.0 



I 
I 



1 I 
5.0 s^I 



35 I 9 1 I I 0 

77.8 I 20.0 I ' 2.2 I 0 



...^^--I— . J -I 

1. I ' 6 J II 0 

12.5 r 75.0 ' i 12.5 I ' 0 

•17'» 90 39. -l? 

51;»6 .26.7 11.6 '♦.5;- 



1 

3.0 



1 

2..0 



fpr.. 



0 
0 



■^O-V; 



2 

3.7 



2 

10.0 



0 
0 

6 

1.8 



-1 
3.0 



' 0 
0 



* 0 

0 , 




1 

5.0 



6.1 
•—I 



1 I 
2iO I 
1 

- 0 I 
C I 

1 



0 I 
0 I 

— I 

0 I 
0 I 

— I- 



1 I 

2.2 I 
1 



0 I 

0-- I 

•---r-I- 

^ T • ^- 

5.0 I 

I: 



I 
I 

•I--" 



0 1 - • C'\-I 

o .-'i /' •■.o'^i^i 

, ' 3 



.9 



.9 



^continued on next page) 
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(Continued) 



[ # of workshops'] 



ROW 
TOTAL 



PPOVlllEMCE 
• CRANSTON 
SMTHFL3. 
CNTRL FALLS 



•. ..l.L-^ I.-.-.--— I —"7 ir 



2:0. 

.'• a- 
1 

•2.0 



I- 

I — 

l 

I 

I 



a.. I 



0 r 



.0 'I 



NO SM 
•WOONSKT 
WARVICK 



7. 



0-- 
.• 'A 

. ■ 0 
• -9 

0 
0 

. 0 
0 

0 

•0 



MDLT.MN 



'nSHORHtf 



10 



..COLUMN. ... ^•.VV,. /;-.,V:t.- ,'. .3 ' .j •. 



0 
0 



.3 



I 

I ' 

i — 
I 
I 

'l-r 

I-' 

• * * 

r-I-- 

I- 

-I— 

I . 
I 

-I— 

I 
I 

-I;— 
I 
I 

I- 

I 
I 



-,1 

0 ' -I 

- 0 1. 

/I I 
"2.0. I 

- 0 I 
0 . I 

0. I 
0 I 

— -I 

■'. 0 • i 
0 . I 

. 0. I 
• 0 r 

0 I 

.01 

0 ■ I 
0 . I 

0 I 
0 I 



33. 
9.8 

27 

' a. 0 . 



•26 
7.7 



■ 0 
0 



- I 

.':-4 3 



:. • t»6 ■ 

.16 '. 0 ' 

■ 20 
5.9 

/ ■ 8 

^- 

V,337 
100.0 
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Item // 7 . ^ "Please -apswer the following questions as they pertajn to the 
most rec^fit workshop in^hich you have participated. 
[What is ;tHe* rn'oglt .recent workshop ? ] 

A . According to posltiofia'. , 

•;• ■•'-■.■•.■■•■:V- 



3 ^0»^Y TCH^ 



• i- El- t:hr 



2. 



3. 



1*. 



2, 1. :• 



1*. I 



5. 1- 



0 
0 



COLUMN 
TOTAL.' r 



I '/"••■I ; I - 
I ' 3 j.i- ■ 1 

1 L - - u • <♦ I- : 

I. 16.7 ' I 

,0' I.''.- D-^i* 

. 0 •. I di'- 1 ^ 

i.. f 

1 

'6 



.01 .01 a 

c I ' • :• ■ 0 I 0 

LT-r--- — I ■ 

, 0 "5 I . «♦ 

. ^/'l '- 25.8 I 16.7 



' 0 



t, -I 

8. 3 I 



4.1 ■ 1 I ' 1 
1.8 I 1.8-^1 30. 



17 I 

9 I 



5 

9.1 



y <2 

• •2.1 



. 1 
1.1 



. 23 



•(continued) 



9 

9.6 



7.1 



■3 
0 



5" 

'♦1.7 



9. 



1 

33.3 



6.W 



2 

8.3 



u 
0 



5 

9.1 



8 

8.3 



■ 'I 



-1 "-^AL ATMlt^' 



Iv 



V, A3MI*J 



2. 



'-3. 



f IRY Ta^^■?••.■ 



30LUHN 
TOTAL 



13.1 



1(». 



1 

1.1 



15. 



D ] 

•d- ] 


i , ' 0 
• 0 


I 
I 


0 
0 


I 11 
I 33.3 I 


0 I 
0 I 


" 0 \ 
0 I 


0 
0 


- i. ] 
k.i ] 


[ - ' 0 
[ 0 


I 

I 


1 


I.- 2 I 
I 8.3 I 


0 I 

^ T 
U J 


2 l" 
' 3.3 I 


2 

3.3 


. 0 ■ : 
0 


[ ' 0 
t . d 


J 
I 


0 
0 


I 5 I 
I 41.7 I 


0 -I 
.0 I 


0 I 

* 

0 r 


•1 
8.3 


. 0 ' 1 
0 


[ ' 1 
[ 1.8 


i 


0 

■ 0 •: 


I ; 3 1 
Iv 5.5 I 


<f I 

7.3 I 


i** I 

25.5 T 


2 

^.6 • 



16. 



1 

1.1 



1 

1.1 



11 
11.7 



I*. 3 



17, 



16 ' 
17.0.. 



18. 



5 

5.3 



TOTAL 



3 

3.2 

2«» 
25.5 

12 
12.8 

,55 
58. 5 

9«» 
100. 0 
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Note; A lisVof the workshops by number Appears 
' on next ^ge. 
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"Workshops 'Parftcipated In 



1. Individually Guided Ed^cation/Multi-Unit School tIGE-MUS) 

2. The Teaching of Scismce - A Self-Directed Teacher Education 

^ Program 

4. Minicourses' 

/ ' ' ' 

5. Concepts and Materials (CAM) 

6. FirstStep 

7. Career IMucation (Secondary) 
9. Wig*conl^n Design in Reading: A Word Attach and Study Skills 

10. ProiJect Management 

13. c/eative Problem Solving 

14. /Individually Guided Education - Jr. .High and Middle School 

is/^lmprovisat^onal Techniques for the Classroom 

An In-Service Workshop for Teacher Training in Enviromriental 
Edacation 



r 17. Experiences dn the Metric System 
18. 'R.ight to Read Workshops 
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Item # 7. "Please answer the following questions as they pertain to 
the most recent workshop in which you participated, f 
[What is the most recent workshop?] | 

j 

B* According to school districts 



O 



o o 



00 lA 



m 



CP 



CM • 



O C3 



OJ 



O CD 



ro 



2 -J 

•J o 

o 



CD Q 



I I 

UN 



CO 



0^ 



tiJ. 

z 



X 



III 


o 


n 


u. 












T- 


o 














>- 


z 


X 


>-* 






«j 






o 


-1 






> • 


* 2r 






4^ 




:r 


ty 




o 




<f 






O I 


or 






s X 




or 


r 


z 


o 




ct 




o 




a 


O 




u 


z 




3C 




z: 


z 



J-' 
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lt.orr»//7. - B. (Continued) 



_| -vO*^ ^ <T^ xD ^ T^N- <VJt-I OvO t\} fOin inN) 

O^- vO '^ vO r-l «VJ ^ O rO ^ Ifv^o 

/V o ' ^ «^ ^ T«i ^ ^ ) o 



4 



o o 



o 



Hi 



o o 



▼4 



CD O 



O O 



4* a> 



C5 O 



vX5 



CO 



o o 



ON 



\0 LTt 



CD 



o o 



C3 O 



o o 



o o 



o o 



o o 



o o 



o o 



a o 



a o 



o o 























2 ^ 
















CO 




o 












o 












(=> ^- 






















-1 o 










u. 






< 






O 


a. 






-1 


X 














. o 








>-* 














z 


• 2r 




< 
















Ui 


n 


n 


















o 


h- 












>• 


z 


X 






m 




•J 


X 




u 




ir 


or - 




> 


7 






lA 


z 


ar 






o 




- o 


<t 








o 






-j 


X 










z 


O 


o 


< 


00 


o 


CO 




0L> 


o 


00 


o 


z 






at 


r 
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Item #8 - '*To what extent were presentations of the training effective?^' 





NONE 


1 T T Ti r 
L i r 1 L r 




MUCH 


VE^Y MUC 
H 


ROW 
TOTAL 




.1.1 


2.. I 


3.1 


-i*. I 


5.1 




• ' ' 1. I 

CENTRAL ADMIN I 


■ 0 I 
3 I 


C I 
0 I 


1 I 
33.3 I 


0 I 
0 I 


2 I 
66. 7 I 


3 

3.2 


. 2. ] 

PLOG ADMIM 1 


1. 1 
k.Z I 


1 I 
■k.Z I 


" . 5 I 
20.8 I 


12 I 
50.0. I 


5 I 
20.8 I 


25.5 


3. ] 

SCNORY TCHR ] 


2 1 
[ 16.7 . 1 


2 I 
16.7 I 


k I 
33.3 1 


3 1 
25. 0 ■ 1 


I I 
3.3 I 


12 
12.8 


<». ] 

ELE'i t:hr 


[ ' 3 ] 
[ 5.5,1 


: 6 I 
[ 10. '9 I 


10 ] 
13.2 1 


: 19 1 
[ 31*. 5 ] 


[ 17 I 
[ 30.9 I 


55 
58-,5 


COLUMN 
TOTAL 


' 6 


9 

9.6 


20 
21. 3 


3'* 
• 36. 2 


^ 25 
26.6 


9«^ 
100. Q 


» 

' B. --according to school district 


5 




• 






INONE 


LITTLE 


COM? 
J U " C 




tf,£RY MUC 

H 


ROW 
TOTAL 




I 1. 


I 2. 


I ■ 3. 


I <*• 


I 5.1 




1. 

PROVIDENCE 


I 0 
I 3 


I- 0 - 
I 0 


I' 2 
I 33. 3. 


I . 0 
I . 0 


I <*. ] 
I 66,7 1 


I 6 ' 

: ' € 


2. 

CRANSTON 


I 3 
I 21. 


I <* 

I 28,6 


I 5 
I 35.7 ' 


I • 2 
I ik.Z 


I .01 
I 0 


si 

[ . 1** 
[ l-i^ . 9 


3. 

SKTHFLO 


I . • 0 

I . 0- 


I C ' 
I '0 


T 

I 0 


I 1 
I 16.7 


I , ' 5 : 

I 83.3 


[ 6 
[ 6.(^ 


CNTRL FALLS 


I 1 
I 9.1 


I 2- 

I 18. e 


I 1* 

I 36. 1* 


I 1 
I 9.1 


I 3 
I 27.3 


I 11 
I .11.7 


_ 5. 

NO SM THFLD 


I. fl 

I a 


I 0 
I ■ 0 


I C 
I 0 


I 1 
I 5\).0 


I 1" 
I 50.0 


I 2 
\ 


'6. 

WOONSKT 


I 0 
I 0 


I 2 
I i<».*3 


I 3 
I Zlkk 


; u 

I '♦2.9 


I 3 
I 21. «♦ 


I 'ik 
I 


■> J' 

WA^WCK 


I 1 

I 10.3 


I 0 
I P 


I . ,C 

I ' 'o 


i 6 

I 63.0 


I ^ 3 
I 30.0 


I 10 
I 10.6* 


WST^LY • 


I 3 
I 3 


I 0 
"I . 0 


I 0 

I - Q. 


I 2 
I 66.7 


I 1 

I .3;3.3 


I 3 
I 3.2 


9. 

MDLTWN 


I 1 
I k, 3 


I 1 • 

I k. 3 


I 5 
I 21.7 


I 11 
I '♦7.8 


I 5 
I 21.7 


I 23 
I 2«».5 


10. 

NSHORHM 


I 3 
I 0 


I 0 
I 0 * 


I 1 
I 2.3 . 0 


I - <* 
I- 80.0 


I 0 
I 0 


I 5 
I 5.3 


ERLC COLUMN 


& 

6.(* 


9 

9.6 


20 
21.3 


3k- 


25 

',26.6 


9«» 
lOQ.O 



Item HO . "Rate the quality of the material presented yi;the training. I' 
A. . According to positions 

:N0NE little SO-^E MUCrl 



CENTRAL AOMIN 



1. 



0 
0 



2. 



. 3.. 



1 

33.3 



V£RY MUC ROM 

/ H . • ■ TOTAL 
' - C.I, * 5. 

— y--.I--- 

II -11 : 5 . 

33.3 I , 33.3 I 3.?^ 



ERIC 



















2. 


I 0 1 


0 I 


7 I 


" ' • 10 , 


I 


. 7 1 




PLDG AOHIN 


1.03 


: 0 I 


■ 29.2 I 


. '♦1.7 


I 


29. 2 I 


25.8 


















3. 


I , ' 1 ] 


[ 2 I 


2 I 


5 


I 


2 I 


* 12 


SCMQPY T3HR 


I ' 8.3 ] 


: 16.7 I 


1 5 .7 'l 




I 


16. 7 'I 


12.9 




I 0 ] 


[ 3 1 


16- ] 


21 


I 


* r 

■ Lk I 




ELEM JZ-iR • 


I 0' ] 


[ 5.6- I 


29.6 ] 


35.9^ 


I 


25.9 I 


58. 1 


30LUMN 


l' 




26 


37 






'• 9^3 


TOTAL 


1.1 




23.0 


. .,39.8 




25.8 


100. C 


B. According to school districts ' 








♦ 

• 






I/NONE 


LITTLE 


SOME . 


MUCH ■ 




VERY -MUc'' 


ROW 


■r 












H. 


TOTAL 




I 1. 


T t "> 


[ 3 . 


I » s** • 1 


5.1 




1. 


I 0 


I 0 


[ 2 . 


I . 2 




.2.1 


6 


PROVIOENCE : 


I . 0 


I 0 


I '33.3 


I ji.3 




33« 3 I 




2. 


I 3 


1 ' ' 3 ■ 


I 7 


I «♦ 




0 I 




CRANST0^4 


I 0 


I 21. t» 


I- 50. G 


I 28.6 




0 • I 


• 15.1 


3. 


'I ^" 

I • "X! 


T ^ 


I 0 


I 2' 




^ I 


6 


.SITHFLD 


I . Q 


I c 


I ^0 


I 33.3 




66» 7 I 


6.5 


' 


I 1 


I 1 


I 3 


I • i» 




[ 2. i 


' 11 


CNTRL FALLS 


I 9. 1 


I 9.1 . 


I 27 . 3 


I 36.«»' 




Id. 2 I 


"11 .-8 


5. 


I. J 


I G 


I '0 


I 1 




i I. 


2 


NO SM THFLO 


I 3 


I C 


I , . .S 


I 




[ 50»C I 


2. 2 


. 6. 


I G 


I ' 1 


I 1* 


I 6 




[ 3 * L 


If* 


MOOSSKT 


I ■ 0 


I 7.1 


1 23.6 


.1 '♦2.9 




2 tf if I 


^5.1 


J 7. 


I 3 


I C 


I ' 1 ■ 


I* • k 




5 I 


10 


MARWCK 


I 0 


I 0 


I 10. a 


I WO.O- 




[ 5C,.0 I 
r ^ ^ T 


10. 8 


8. 


I 0 


I 0 


I 3 


I 2 




[ ' . ,1 i 


3 


MSTRLY 


I • 0 


I 0 


I • C , 


I^ 66.7 




[ . 33.3 I 


3.2 


9. 


' t J 


I 0 


I . 8 


J. * ^ 

I -8 




: 6 I 


22 


HOLTWN 


I a 


I 0 


I 36. (♦ 


I 35.'»' 




[ 27.3' I 


23.7 


'• ' 1^ 


I " 0 


I ... 0 


I 1 


I V 




: 0 I 


5 


NSHORHM > • 






I 2Q.0 


r 83.0- 




0 1 


5.<t 



















COLUMffe 
TOTAL 



5 , 26 37 

5,1* ' 28.0 ':i':3.9.9 • 



2«» 
25.8 



100 



93 



. Item # 10, ^'To what extent were the v^tpfkshop goals achieved?*' 
' A, According to posiVions " " . 



aNONE - LITTLE, 



CENTRAL AOrilN 
8L3G ADHIN 
SCNTRY TCHR 



1. 

2. 

\ 
.•3. 



,ELEf1 T3HR 



;OLUMN 
TOTAL 



1 



1 

8.3 



iJ 

a 



2 

2.2 



2. 



2 

f?.3 



3 

25^ 0 



3« 



1 

33.3 



6 

2 5-. 0 



SOiE MUCH " VERY MUC 

•H 

—I--- 

. 1 I ^ Vi • 

33.3 I . 33.3 . 

• rl r- 

12 -I » '• 3 
50.0 I , 1^.'5 

^'--.I-r " 

5 1 Z' 
t*!,?'" I .,16.7 

I---^ 

" 20 -I . IS 
37.0 I '=2^7.8 

.----^-i-; 

.11 * 21 *• ' 38 ' • 21 

11.8 22.6 ' (t-O.-g 22i^ 



1 

6.3 



13 
2't.l 



- ROW 
TOTAL 



3 

3.2 

25,8 

• 12 
12.9 

5k 
58.1 

93 
100.0 



^ B. According to schpol districts 

-I'HONE LIT»TLE SOHE 
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MUC4 VERY MUC ROW 

H TOTAL 







1 . I 


2.1 


3.1 . • ' <♦ ■.'! 

T 


5 • 




t 




1.- ,1 


0 ■■ I 


0 I 


1 


1 . "-'^ I 


2 




6 ■ 


PROVIDENCE I 


^ I 


0 I 


16.7 


'I 50.0 I 






'6.5 . * 




2. I 


0 I 


.5 I 


" t* 


I U, ' I 


1 




✓ 

1«» 


CRAMSTOS 




0 I 


35.7 I 


23.6 


I -28.6 I 


- 7.1 




1-5.1 


SMTHFL3. 


3. I 


Q I 

3 .1 


C I 
0 I 


, 0 
0 


-^66.7 I 


2 

- 33.3 




6 

6.5- 






















t*. I 


1 I 


3 - I ■ 


1 


I ■ 5 1 


1 




11 • 


CNTRL PALLS I 


9.1 I 


27.3 I 


9.1 


• I «»5.5^ '1 


9.1 




11.8 




5. I 


0 I 


0 I 


0 


. I ' .^2 I 


0- 




2 


NO 3M 


THPLH I 


0 I 


G "l 


• G 


I 100. D I 


a 




,2.2 




•.6. I 


0 T 


2 I 


5 


^\ ^ 3 5 


«♦ ■ 






WOONSKT 




3 I 


1!».3 I 


35.7 


I 21.'» . *I 


• 28.6 




i5;i 




7. I 


1 I 


1 I 


0 


I 5 1 


; 3 




' 13 


HARWCK, 




Iti.O I 


IG.O I 


0 


I , 50.0 . I 


30.0 
J* 




10. *8 




8. I 


0 I 


• 0 I 




si '31 


0 ^ 




■\ 3 


WSTRLY 


« I 


3 I 


0 I 


0 


I 1410. a I 


0 

•> 




3.2 




9. I 


0 I 


u I 


6 


'I 8 ' I 


' 8 




22 


HOLTWN 




. 0 I 


0 I 


27.3 


I 36. 'l 


36. 




23.7 




' 10. I 


0 I 


0 I 




III 


' 0 




5 


NSHO«HM 




0 ".I 




83.0 


I 20.0 I 


0 




5.i» .• 




COLUMN 


2 


- 11 


21 


"38 , 


.' "21 


93 




TOTAI, 

• 3 ( 


. 2 . 2 f' 

< 

i 


11.8 


22.6 


«f0.9 

m * 


22.6 







Item W IL "To ^hat extent do you think the training addressed itself 
to some* heed or problem of yours ? 

A. According to positions. 







TNONE 




LI TTLF 


SOME • 


'much 


\i 
H 


ERY MUC 


« 






1.1 




[ . .3 . 

• 


I I 




5.1 


r 


1. 




0 ] 


[ -i' ' 


[ 1 


I 0. I 




1 ] 


CENT.RAL AQMIM . 




0 


[ 33. 3 " 


[ 33. 3 


I . b ' I 




33. 3 ] 




2. 




0 • ' 


[ 2 


[ 7 


I 5 I 




IC ] 


BLQG. ADHltjl 

•» 






0 ■ ' 


[ 8.3 ■ 


t 29.2 


I 23.8 I 




^♦1.7 ; ] 




3. 




2 : 


[ 3 


[• 2 . 


1 I 




1 ] 


SCMORY TCHR 




I 16.7 , 


\ 25. 0 


[ 16.7 


I 33.3 I 




8.3 ] 








z 


[ 8 


I 1-1' 


!•' 10* I 




23 . ] 


ELEM TCHR 




I 3. 


7 


[ \ i<».r 


I< 20. «♦ 


I 18.5 I 




«»2.6 ] 


COLUMN 




(» 


!«♦ 


21 


1 9 . 






TOTAL 


1*. 


3 


15. 1 


22.6 


20. «» . 

• 




37.6 




















■ B. According to school districts 








V 






INONE 






SOME * 


MUCH 




£RY MUC 
























1. 


I 2. 


I ^ 3. 


I ] 




5. 




• 1. 




a 


I 1 

i A 


I 1 


I 1 ] 




• 3 


PROVIOENCf 






Q 


I- 15.7 


I 16.7 


I 16.7. ] 




50.0 


CRANSTON 


2. 


* I . 3 
I • 21. «♦ 


I 6 • 
I '♦2.9 


I 3 

\ ^yy 


I 1 ] 
I 7.1 '] 




7.1 




3. 




0 


I . 0 




I 0 : 




5 


SHTHPLD 






0 

» 


I 0 


I 16.7 


I ' ;0 ] 




83.3. 




(». 




1 


I " 


I "2 


I 0 ] 






^CNTRL FALLS 




I "9. 


1 


I 36. «♦ 


I 18.2 


I 0 ' ] 








5.. 




0 


I 0 


r • 0 






-1 


NO SM THFLO " 




3- 


I • 0 


I 0 


I 50.0 ] 




50.0 




•6. 


T / 


0- 


I 2 


I ■ «♦ ■ 


I 3 •] 




5 ■ 


. WOONSkT 






io 


I H».3 


I 28.-6 


I - 21. «» 1 




35.7 




7. 




0 


I 0 


I 2 


I 5 ] 




3 


WARWCK 






0 


I - 0 


I 20. C. 


I 50.0 ] 




30.0 




' 8. 




.0 ' 


I 0 


I 0 






1 


WSTRLY 






0 


I 0 . 


i U 






7 7 7 


f 


9. 




a 


I 1 


I 6 


I 5 J 




10 


M-nLTWN 






0 


I «».5 


I 27.3 


I 22.7 ] 




«»5.5 . 




10., 




0 


I 0 


I 2 


I 1 ] 




2 : 


NSHORHH 




I X. ^ 




I C 


I «»0.0 . 


I 2').0 ] 




(»0. 0 . 


0 



















TOTAL 



^ 3 
3.2 

2^. 8 

12 
12.9 

5t» 
58.1 

93 
10 0.;B 



ERIC 



COLUMN i» l<f ^ 21' 19 35 

TOTAL jtr^*^ ' 15.1 22.6 20. «»' ^7.6 



TpTAL' 



• 6 
• 6.5 ^ 

1«» 
15.1 

. 6 
6.5 

• .11 
11.8 

2 

2.2 

1«» 
15il 

. 10 
10.8 . 

3 

3.2 

22 
23. 7 , 

5 
93 

100. OB-^O 



A . According to positions 



L '1. 

CENTRAL A3MIN 



• BL3G ADMIN 



SCNORY TCHR 



ELEM 



2. 



,3. 



<».< 



- GOLUMM 
TOTAL 



•oeed still ej^st?:" 










YES ' ' 


NO 








TOTAL 




r 5 T 




: ^ 2 


r 1 I 




DO • f 


r ' 7 7 7 T 
L «J 3 • «J 1 


3.3 


: ' 19 


[ '5-1 


2«* 


7 Q 9 


r o n a t 
I c U • o 1 


2&.1 


[ . 10 


I .2 n. 


12 


DO • o 


T i t 7 T 


1'3.0 


[ 38 


I 15 I 


■53' 


: 71.7 


I 28.3 I 


57,6 


59 


23 


, 92 


. 75.3 


25.0 • 


103.0 



B. . According to school districts 

^ . fYES 



NO 



PROVIDENCE ' ' 



CRANSTON 

> 

SMTHFLO 
CNTRL FALLS 
NO SM THFLO 



WOONSKT 



WARWCK 



HSTRLY 



MDLTWN 



NSHORHM 



1. 

C 

2. 
3. 

5. 

I 

6. 
7. 
8. 



.9. 



10. 



3 

50 ;o' 



i«* 
1GO.3 



2. 



3 

50. 0 



0 - 



' COLUMN 
TOTAL 



[■100.0 I 


0 


[ , 10 I 


■ 1 


[ 90.9 I 


9.1 


f 2 I 


0 


[ IGO.O I 


0 


[ 11 I 


2 


[ 8«*.6 I 


15. «♦ ' 


[ 6 I 


«♦ 


[.60.0 I 


(tG.O 




0 


[ 100.0 I 


^ 0 


[ 11 I 


11 


:^ 50.0 I 


50.0 


: V ^ I 


2 


60.3 I 


%0.0 


69 


23 


75.0 


25.0 



^3W 
TOTAL 

6 

6.5 

1«* 
15.2 

6 

' 6.5 

11 
12.0 

2 

2.2 

13- 
lif .1 

10 
10.9 

3 

3.3 

22 
2 3.9 

5 
92 

1^0. a 



Item -H 13, "Would you want training in the same area?" 

J 



ERIC 



'A. 

• . 


, According to positions 

• 


YES 

: ^ 1. 


NO 

I 2.1 


TDTaL 




1. 1 

CENTRAL AOMIN ] 


[ 33. 3 


I 2 I 
I ''66.7 I 


3 

3.3 


\ ■ 


. 2. V 

' 9L05' A3HIN . ] 


[ 15 
[ 62.5,. 


I «^ I 
I 57.5 I 


Zh 




3. : 

SCNORY TCHR ] 


[ 9 
[ 75.0 


I 3 I 
I 2^5.5 I 


13.2 

* 




■ ] 

ELEM t:hr ^ ] 


[ 3 3 
[ - 73. 1 


I l«f I 
I 26.9 I 


52 
57.1 


• * 


COLUMN 
TOTAL 


53 ' 
69.2 


28 
30. 8 

I 


91 
lOO.G 


B. 


According to school districts 


» 




/ . 

* 




lYES 

I I. 


NO ^ 
-1 2.1 


TOTAL 
« 




1. 

PROVIDENCE, 


r 3 

I 50. 0 


I 3 1 
I 50.0 I 


6 

6.6 




2. 

CRANSTON 


r 12 

I 85.7 V 


I 2 I 
I I 


15. 


y 


• 3. ". 

Smthflo ' ■ ; 


[ ~ 3 
E 60.0 . 


I 2 I 
I WO.O I 


5 

5.5 




(». ] 

CNTRL FALLS ' ] 


: 7 

[ 63.6 

> 


I h I 
I 3 6 . *♦ I 


11 
12..1 




5. 

NO SM THFLO ] 


C 2 
[ 100.0 


I 0 I 
I 0 1 

r ^ T 


2 

2.2 




6. ] 

HOONSKT ^ ] 


[ 10 
[ 76.9 


I 3 1 
r 23.1 I 


13 
l'».3 




7. 3 

WARWCK ] 


: • 6 
60.3 . 


I '♦I 
I WO.O I 


10 
11. 0 




8. I 

HST^LY ' ] 


3 

: icc.o 


I 0 1 
I 0 1 


3 

3.3 




9. I 

MOLTWN I 


15 
69.2 


I • 7 1 
I 31.^8 I 


22 

. 2'».2 


i 


NSHORH^i J 


2 

(tO.O 


I 3 T 
I 60.0 I 


5 

5.5 


\ 

i 


, COLUMN^. 
TOTAL 


53 
69.2 


28 

- 33.8 


91 
103.0 



I tern H 14. ''Would you want training in some other area?*' 
A. According to pQsitions ^ ^ 



t 


IY£S 
I 


1 . 1 


NO ^OW 
T3T.AL 

2.1 


. ^ 

4 

1 • 






0 


I 3 ■ 


CENTRAL AOMIN , 


I'lOC 


. 0 I 


, 0 


I 3.3 .. 

-In ' C 


c » 


I — 


1 Q T 


5 


I ' Zt* 


BLOG A3NIN 


I 79 


• 2 * J 


23.9 


I 25.7 , 


0 • 




y J 


[ - -2 


I 11 


CPKinDV T u o 


i OX 




18.2 


I 12.. 2 






36 ] 


[ 16. 


I 52 


ELEM JCHR 


I 69 


.2 ] 


[ 3G. 8 


L 57.8 








-I ■ 


COLUMN 




&7 


23 


' 90 • 


TOTAL 


71* 




25.6 


loa.c 



B. . A ccording' to scHbol districts 

lYE.S 



. ERIC 



I 



NO 



^3W 
TOTAL 







[ '1.1 


[ , • 2.1 






-•1. ' ] 

PROVIDENCE ] 


[ 3 ] 
[ 50.0 1 


[ 3.1 
[ -50.0 'I 


6 

6.7 




Cf?ANST3N 


2. ■ ] 


[ 9 ] 
[ 69.2 ] 


[ ■ '♦I 
3 0.8 I 


13 

ft 


< 


SMTHFLD 


• 3. . 


[,51 
I R3. 3 


'1 I 

[ 15.7.>I 


6 

6.7 • 




CNTRL FALLS 


[ 13 ' ■ 
I 90.9 


[ 1 I 
[ 9.1 I 


11 . 
12.2 




NO SM 


5. 

THFLD 


I 1 
I ICO.O 


I 0' ~ I 
I > 0 I 


1 

l.l 


/ 


• 

WOONSKT ' 


6. 

t 


I 8 
I 61.5 


I ^51 
I 33\5 I 


13 




MARWCK 


7. 


I ^ 
I 8 3.0 • 


I 2 I 
I- 20.0 I 


.10 
11. 1 




HSTRLY 


8. 


I . 2 
I 66.7 


I "11 
I 33j^ I 


'. 3 
3.3 




MDLTHN 


9. 


I 17 
I 77.3. 


I 5 ■ J 
I 22.7 I 


22 ^ 
- 2«».«» 


f 


,NSrtORHM< 


1,0 ., 


I 

I 80.0 


I .1,1 
I 20.0 I 


5 

5.6 


• 




COLUMN • 
TOTAL 


.67 • 
7**,'* 


23 ' 
.2 5.6 


90 B-43 

lao.o". 





Item if 15. "Rate the extent to which you, have implemented in your classroom . 

(district/building) the practices provided to you in the workshop?" 

A. According to positions 

INONf LITTLE SOHi. MUCH - VE^Y MUC ROW 

I ' • H ■ TOTAL 



1. 



'SCNO-^Y TCH' 



' ELEi t:hr 



2. 



3. 



I 

--I- 

I 
I 

-!• 
' I 
I 

I 
I 

-I- 

I 

. I 



■ ' 1. 


I ^ 




3.1 


■4. I 


5. 


1 

33.3 


I 

I. 


' C /I 
0 I 


1 I 
35.3 I 


^0 I 


1 

33.3 


1 


I 
I 


. 6 I 
25.0 I 


. 9 I 
37.5 I 


7 I 
29.2 I 


1 


I* 

36. «f 


I 
I 


1 I 
9,1 I 


2 I 
151.2 . I 


i» I 
'36.'* I 


G 
0 


2 

3.3 


•I-- 


« I 
15.1. I 


i9 I 
35.8 I 


'16 I 
• 3a. 2 I 


8 

15.1 



COLUMN 
TDTftL 



8 

3.8 



15 



31 



16. 5^'^^ . 3!».l 



27 
29.7 



10 
11.0 



3 

3.3 

'2'f 
26. tf- 

11 
12.1- 

53 
58.2 

91 

'10 0.0 



B. According to school districts 



NO'NE 



LITTLE 



SOif 



MUCH 



VERY flue 
H 







l.I 


2cl ' 


3.1 




5. 




1. I 


0 I 


rt\ T 

AJ I 


2 I 


3 1 


1 


PROVIDER 


\jZ 1 


0 I 


0 I 


33. 3 I 


50.0 I 


16.7 




9 • I 

2. I 


0. I 


7 I 


k I 


,2 • I 


0- 


CRANSTOM 




Q I 


53'. 8- I 


33.8 I 


15 . if I 


0 




3. 1 


3 I 


0 I 


2 I 


1 I 


3 


,SMTHFLD 


^ I 


50'. 0 t 


0 I 


33.3 I 


16.7 I 


0 




tf. I 


I 


0 I 


3 I 


3 I. 


1 


' CNTRL FALLS I 


36. if I 


••01 


2?. 3 I 


27.3 I 


9.1 




5. I 


Q I 


0 I 


1 I 


1 ^ I 


0 


NO 3M 


THFLD I 


0 I 


0 I 


50.0 I 


50.0 I 


0 




' 6. I 


0 I 


2 I 


<♦ I 


7 I 


0 


. WOONSKT 


► T 


" 0 I 


15. if I 


30. 8 I 


53.8 I 


0 


















7. I 


1 I 




5 I 


1 I 


• 2 ■ 


WARWCK 




10. Q I 


10. 0 I 


53.0 I 


10.0 I 


20.0 




8'. I 


• 0 I 


I \' 


0 I 


3 ' I 


0 


WSTRLY. 

* 




0 I 




C I 


100.0 I 






9. -I . 


3 I 


. 2 I 


9 I 


6 I 


5 


. HOLTWN 


* 

* I 


G . I 


9.1 I 


t»0.9 I 


27.3 I 


22.7 


f 


10. • I 


. 3 .1 


. 3, I 


1 I 


0 I 


1 


, NSHORHi 




0, r 


60.0 I 


20.0 I 


0 I 


20.0 




COLUMN 


9 


15 


31 ' 


27 


• 10 


ERIC ^ 


TOTAL 


?.8 


16.5 


3tf. 1 


2.9.7 


11.0 



ROW 
TOTAL 



6 

6.6 ' 

13 
I'*. 3 

6 

6.6 

11 
12.1 

2 

2. 2 

13 

■~ 10- 
11.0 

3 

3.3 

22 
2<». 2 

5 

5.5 



. 91 
100.0 
B-44 



Item #16 (Adminis, ) *^Have any new curriculum or instructional practices 

been introduced in your district/building last year?" 



A. According to positions 





:yes 


NO 


ROW 








TOTAL 


• 


1 . 1 


2.1 






• 10 ] 


2 I 


12 




[ . 83 • 3 ] 


[16.7 I 


16. <f 

# 


2. 


[ 51 : 


[ 10 I 


61 


BLOG AOMIN . 


[ 83.6 ] 


[ 1 6 . I 


83.6 


- COtUMN 


61 • 


12 


73 


TOTAL 


8J.6 


16. <♦ 


100.0 



B. According to school districts 



ERJC 



PROVIDENCE 
CRANSTON 
SMTHFLO 
CNTRL FALLS 



5, 



NO SM THFLD' 



WOONSKT 
HARWCK 
WSTRlY 
MOLTHN 
NSH0Rt1« 



6. 



7. 



8. 



9. 



10. 



1 



1 

9.1 



3 

50. 0 



lYES NO 
I 

I - 1. 
1 

1. I h 
I 85.7 

-I 

2. I 10 
I 90.9 

-I 

3. • I 3 
I 50.0 

-I- --- 

I - 8 
I 100. 0 

-I 

I <♦ 
I 100. 0 

-I- 

I 8 
I 38.9 

-I 

I • .7 
I 77.8 

'1—7 

I 7 
I 87.5 

-I. 

I . 6 
I 66.7 . 

-I 

I 2 
I 100.0 

-I 

• COLUMN 61 12 

♦ TOTAL 83.6 16. «» 



ROW 
TOTAL 



1 

11.1 



2 

22.2 



1 

12.5 



3 

33.3 



.1 

-I 
I 
I 
-I 
I 
I 
-I 
I* 
I 

-I 
I 
I 

•-I 
I 

-I 

— I 
I 
I 

— I 

I ' 
.1 

— I 
I 
I 

— I 
I 
I 

— I 
I 
I 

— I 



7 

9.6 

11 
15.1 

6 

8.2 

8 

11.0 

5.5 

- 9 
12.3 

/' 

9 

12.3 

8 

11.0 

9 

12.3 

2 

2.7 

73 
lOQ.O 



.■:. V ' -V. ' 



••V.'.V. \ -f' 

'\\ ■.■■\ \ \\ 

A 
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s.cores as measureu btditrvvjiuc; 
this year over last ^ear?'! 




'■' /■■ •■■ •■ . 1/ . ^ ' 

. .♦' .•• ■ I* .1.1 . ■ • 2. 
V.-.- — -i.,— -I— I*—. 

CENXftAL AOMIN/ .'I 66.7 . ,1 2 5.0 

, . 2.. I . • ■22' ■■-.1 ■ 19 

•Slog . AOMIN i' 3*»i*». ' i 29.7 

3. I ,t'/?3 I 10 
SCMDRY TCHR ' I/.'*^9>'5 • I 12.8 

^.V. I .'I-. .67 I 18 
ELEM TCHR -Wi- M- «";:?0i6 I 8.2 

r'. -T—'-i-i.— I 

COLUHN ; ■ 120 ' 50 
TOTAL 32.2 13. 



OONT KN'O ' ROW 
M ■ TOTAL 

3. 



1 

3.3 



¥ » 

r 




203 



12 
3.2 

bk 
17.2 

78 
20.9' 

219 
58.7 

373 
100.0 



According to school districts 



1. 



PROVIDENCE 

I 

CRANSTON 
SMTHFLD 
CNTRL FALLS 
NO SM THFLD 
wdONSKT ' 
WARMCK 



2. 



3. 



5.' 



6. 



7. 



MSTRLY. 



■.\ MOLTWN,V 
NSHORHM 



/8. 

"- '>{. - 

COLUMN 
TOTAL 



YES 



NO 



1. 



9 

'23.7 



23 
<»7.9 



*-^27 



•3\ 
9.7 

•T 

* 19 
63.3 



9 

17.3 



, 11 
25.0 



21.7 



25.5 



0 
0 

120 
32.2 



2. 

2 

5.3 . 



OONT^'KNO 

27 
71.1 



ROH 



1 

2.3 



3 

9.7 



1 

3.3 



6 

11.5 



<» 

•9.1 



3 

13.0 



21 
38.2 



2 

25.0 

• 50 
13. «♦ 



18 
37.5 



16 
36. 



2? 
BO. 6 



10 
33.3 



, 37 
M.2 



29 
65.9 



15 
65.2 



^ 20 
36. i» 



6 

75. io 

2.03. 



10.-?^ 

1*6 
12.9 

11.8 

31 
8.3 

30 
8. 0 

52 
13.9 

11.8 

23 
6.2 

55 
1«».7 

. 8 
2.1 

373 
100.0 



a ; 
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Item ft IS (Adminis> ) '^IJaver sludent achievement scores as measured by the 
~ iv ( l eacners ) standardized tests other than the statewide testing 
: ■ program increased . . . this year over last year?** 

A, A^ccording to positions ' * 



\ 



ERIC 



CENTRAL AOMtN 
8L0G AOMIN 
'SCNORY TCHR 
ELEM TCHR 



13 
5.9 



OONT* KNO 
W 

3. 



3 

27.3 



lYES NO 
I 

I i.I 2. 

.-I 1 

13 1 5 

I 27.3 I i*5',5 
-I — -. 1- 

2. .21 I 19 
J 33.3 I -30.2 

-I^ I^- 

3. I «» I 10 
* I '♦.9 I ■ 12.2 

-I 1 — - 

I 34 "^I 
I 15.5 I 

. -I — - I 

COLUMN - 62 '♦7 ' 266 

TOTAL -16.5 12.5 70.9 



ROW 
TOTAL 



23< 
36.5 



68 
82.9 



78'. 5 



11 
2.9 

63 
16. 8 

a2 

21.9 

219 
58. «♦ 

375 
100.0 



B.- According to school districts 



PROVIDENCE 
CRANSTON 
SMTHFLO . 
CNTRt, FALLS 
*N0 SM '.THFLO 
WOONSKT • 
WARWCK 
WSTRLY i 
I^OLTWN • 
NSHORHM : 



lYES 
I 
I 

-I<— 

I 15 
-I 39.5 

-I 

I 15 
I 31.3 

-I 

I 5 
I 11.6 

-I 

I 1 
I 3.2 

-I 

I 1 
■. I 3,k 
'■',1 — 

6. M 5 
"I 9.8 
•si 

7. I; • 6 



NO 



1. 



2. 
3. 
tf. 
5. 



I, 11.3 
-sir 

8. iV • k 
l\ 18.2 

-Ir— — 

9. r; 10 

'I'l 19.2 

10. M ■ 0 

rii.=i ^ 0 

COLUrtN . ■ . 62 
TOTAL ' 16.5 



. OONT KNO 
W 

2.1 3.1 

I I 

2-1 21 I 
5.3 I 55.3 I 

—I i 

7 1 26 I 
lk,b I 5'».2 I 
I I 

6 1 32 I 

ik,o -I 7k,k I 
I I 

Z I 28 I 
b.5 I 90.3 I 
I I 

21 26 I 
6.9 I 89.7 I 
1 1 

<♦ I " '♦2 I 
7.8 I 82. I 

I I 

5 1 kZ 1 
g.** I 79.2 I 

I I 

k I ' ' I'* I 
18.2 I 63.6 I 



Ik 
26.9 



1. 

'12.5 



I 
I 

•I- 
I 
I 

•I- 



28 
53.8 



7 

87.5 



I 
I 
I 

•I 
I 
I 

•I 



1*7 
12.5 



266 
70.9' 



ROW 
TOTAL 



'38 
10,1^ 

tf8 
12.8 

1*3 

ir.5 

31 
8.3 

29 
7.7 

51 
13.6 

53 
l'».l 

22 
5.9 

52 
13.9 

8 

2.1 

375 
100.0 
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«. I tem H 19 (Adminis. ) "in your district(classroom), do teachers structure 

, nSTTeacTieri) lessons so that different students of the same age or 

grade work toward different learning objectives?" 

. A. According to positions 



1. 



CENTRAL AOMIN 
BLOG A.OMIN 
SCNORY itHR 



2. 



3. 



\ ELEM TCHR 



I NONE 
I , 

. I 1. 


UITTLE 
I 2. 


SOME 

I > 3.' 


MUCH 

I 


VERY HUC 
M 

I 5. 


I 
I 


0 
0 


I 2 
I ' 16. 7 


[ k 
I 33.3 


I ■ 5 ' 
I- '♦1.7 


I 1 
I 8.3 


I 
I 


' Q 
0 


I 2 
I 3.0 


I 16 
I 2(».2 


I 31 
I ^7.0 


I 17 
I 25.8 


I 

l' 


6 

■7.8 


I Ik 
I. ir. 2 


I 28 
I 36. 


I 19 
I 2'*. 7 ' 


I 10 
I 13.0 


I 
I 


3 

' 


I 13 
I 5.9 


I 52 
I 23.'* 


I bk 
I 28.8 • 


I 90 
I '♦0.5 




9 


31 
8.2 


' 100 . 
26.5 


119 
• 31.6 


118 
31. 3 



COLUMN 
TOTAL 

B. According to school districts 

•NONE LITTLE SOME 



MUCH 



VERY MUC 
H 



ROW 
TOTAL 



' 12 
3.2 

■ 66 
17.5 

77 
20. '♦ 

222 
58.9 

377 
100.0 



ROW 
TOTAL 







1.] 


2.1 


3-. I 


i».I 


5.1 




1. I 

' PROVIDENCE I 


1 ] 
2.8 1 


2 I 
[ 5.6 I 


7 I 
19.'* I 


11 I 
30.6 I 


15 I 
'♦1.7 I 


3 6 
9^5 


CRANSTON 


2. I 


1 ] 
2.1 1 


[ 2 I 
[ '♦.2 I 


10 I 

ao.8 I 


19 I 
39.6 I 


16 I 
33.3 I 


'♦8' 
. 12.7 


SMTHFLD 


3. I 


1 1 
' 2.V 1 


[ '♦ I 
[ 9.5 I 


20' I 
tf7.6 I 


10 I 
23.8 'I 


7 I 
16'. 7 I 


'♦2 
11.1 


'♦. I 

CNTRL FALLS I 


2 

6.5' ] 


[ , 6 I 
[ 19.'* I 


11 I 
35.5 I 


5 ] 
16.1. I 


7 I 
22.6 I 


31 
8.2 


.NO SH 


5. I 

THFLO I - 


1 ] 
3.3 ] 


[ -'6 1 
[ ^ 20.0 I 


9 I 
30. .0 I 


'.3 1 
10.0 ] 


11 I 
36.7 I 


, 30 
8. 0 


HOONSKT 


6. I 


0 ] 
0- ] 


[ 0 ~ I 
[ 0 I 


10 I 
18.9 I 


25 I 
'♦7.2 ] 


: . 18 I 
3'^.0 I 


53 

Ik.l' -• 


HARHCK 


7. I 


2 

3.6 


[ 5 I 
[ - 9.1 I 


9 1 


18 ] 
32.7 ] 


[ • 21 I 
: 38.2 I 


55 
1'^.6 


HSTRLY 


8. I 


1 

'♦.3 


I 2 I 
[ 8.7 I 


30.1^1 


* 6 ] 
26.1 1 


30.1 I 


23 
6.1 


HOLTWN 


9. I 


0 

0- 


[ 3 I 
I 5.9 I 


15 I 
29. «f I 


19 ] 
37.3 ] 


[ l** I 
[ 27.5 I 


• 51 
13.5 . 


NSHORHt 


10.' I 


0 ■ 
0 : 


[ 1 I 
12.5 I 


2 I 
25.0 -I 


3 ] 
37.5 ] 


[ 2 I 
[ 25.0 I 


8 

2.1 


ERIC , ;. 


COLUMN 
TOTAL 


9 

2,k 


31 
8.2 


'100 
26,5! 


119 
31.6 


118 
31.3' 


377_ 
100. IP"^^ 



1?^ 



Item #2 0 (AdminisJ "In /our district(classroom) do teachters structure 

# 19 (Teachers) lessons so that different students can advance toward 

~~ the samg learning objectives at different rates of speed? 
, Acoordln^to|x,siaons .^^^ ^^^^ ^^^^ 

3. 



If 



1. 

CENTRAL AOMIN , 
.2. 

BLOG ADMIN 



3. 



SCNORY TCHR C 



ELE'i T3HR 



COLUMN 
TOTAL 



1. 



6 

7.7 



0 
0 



6 

1.6 



2.1 



0 

0 



3 



11 



10 
^.5 



6.3 



5 

, ^1.7 



12 • 
IS. 2 . 



27 
3<f.6 



29 
13.0 



73 
19.3 



VERY MUC 
H 

k,l 5. 

1 

5 1 2 
kl,7 I -16.7 
1 

26 I 25 

39. «♦ I 37.9 
1 

19 . I 15 
Zk.k I 19.2 
1 

70 I ll'f 

31. «♦ I 51.1 
1 

120 156 
31.7 '♦1.2 



ROW 
TOTAL 



.12 
3.2 

66 
17 . 

78 
20.6 

223 
58.8 

379 
100.0 



B. According to school districts. . 

"INON^' - LITTLE SOME 

2.1 3. 



ERIC 



PROVIDENCE 
CRANSTON 
SMTHFLD 
CNT,RL FALLS 
NO SM 'THFLO 
WOONSKT " 
HARHCK 
WStRLY 
MOLTWN ' 
NSHORHM 



2. 



3. 



5. 



7'. 



8. 



10. 



MUCH 



0 
Q 


I 1 

I 2.8 


I 
I 


5 I 
13.9 I 


11 
30.6. 


I 
I 


19 I 
52.8 ] 


1 

2.0. 


I 1 
I • 2.0 


I 
I 


5 1 
10.2 I 


20 
<fQ.8 


I 
I 


22 ] 
'♦'♦.9 ] 


1 

2.3 


I 6 
I l<f. 0 


I 
I 


20 I 
'♦6.5 I 


8 

18.6 


I 
I 


8 ] 
18.6 ] 


2 


I 3 


I 


9 1 


«f 


I 


13 ] 


6.5 


I 9.7 


I 


^29.0 1 


12.9 


I 


'♦1.9 


0 
0 


I 2 
I 6.7 


I 
I 


'7 ] 
23.3 ] 


8 

: 26.7 


I 
I 


13 
t»^.3 


0 




I 


9 ] 


: 22 


I 


20 


0 


i d 


I 


17.3 ] 


[ (»2.3 


I 


38.5 
















1 


I 3 


I 


7 ] 


[ . 15 


I 


29 


1.8 


I 5.5 


I 


12.7 ] 


[ 27.3 


I 


52.7 


1 


I / 3 


I 


5 : 


[ 9 


I 


5 


[ '♦.3 


I 13.0 


I 


21.7 ] 


[ 39.1 


I 


21.7. 


[ 0 


I ' 3 


. I 


5 : 


[ 19 


I 


25 


i, 0 


I "5.8 


I 


9.6 ■ 


[ 36.5 


I 


<f8. 1 


[ 0 
[ 0 


I 1 
I 12.5 


I 
I 


1 

r2.5 : 


I 1* 
[ 50.0 


I 
I 


2 

25.0 ' 



VERY MUC 
H 

I '5, 



COLUMN 
TOTAL 



6 

1.6 



6.3 



73 
19.3 



120' 
31.7 



156 



ROW 
TOTAL 



36 
9.5 

• '♦9 
12.9 

.J 11 . 3 

31 
8.2 

30 ■ 
7.9 

52 
^13.7 

55 
t'*."5 

23 
6.1 

52 
13.7 

8 

2.1 

• 379 
100.0 



B-49 



Item ft 21 (Adminis> ) ''In your district( classroom) do teachers structure lessons 
ft 22 (Teachers) so that students work toward the same learning objectives* 
using different Equipment, materials or actiA^ties 



A. Accordi 



ng to pogitioas. 





INONE 


LITTLE 


SOH^ 


' MUCH 


VERY MUC 


ROW 








*• 




u 
n 


TOT AL 




I l.I 


2. 


[ 3. ] 


[ k. 


I 5.1 






T n 1 

I 0 1 


n 

0 


r i< ' 
L ' H 


L 0 




• 12 


CENTRAL ADMIN 


I 0 I 


0 


[ 33.3 


[ 50.0 


I 16.7 .1 


3.2 


2. 


-I I 

I 1 ] 


5 


I 15 


[ 2 9 


I 16 1 


66 


8L0G AOMIN 


I 1,5 I 


7.6 


I 22.7 


I '♦3.9 


I 2(».2 I 


17. «♦ 


3* 


I . 8 1 


2 1 


[ 2** 


[ 16 


IT T 

I 9 1 


78 


SCNORY TCHR 


I 10 • 3 ] 


L 25.9 


[ 3i>. 6 


L 20.5 


[ 11.5 I 


20.6 


(». 


I .31 


: - 20 


I kk 


I 76 


I 60 I 


223 


ELEM TCHR 


I 1.3 1 


r 9. 0 


I 19.7 


I Si^.l 


I 35.9 I 


5d.6 


COLUMN 


12 




• 87 


127 


107 


379 


TOTAL 


3.2 


12:1 


23.0 


33. .5...- 


26.2 


100.0 



B. A ccordLng to school districts 

:none little some 

1.1 



providence 

cranstOn 

smthflo 

CNTRL /alls 



1. 



2. 



3. 



5. 



NO SH 



^OONSKT 



WARWCK 



•XSTRLY 



(M-OLTHN 



THFLD 



NSHORhH 

ERLC ' 



6. 



7. 



6. 



9. 



•10. 



COLUMN . 
TOTAL* 



2 



1 

2.3 



1 

3.2 



2 

6.7 



2 

3.6 



' 2 
8.7 



1 

1.9 



1 

12.5 



12 
3.2 



I 

\ 

•I- 
I 
I 

•I- 

I 
I 

•I- 

I 

I 
-I- 

I 

I 

-I- 

I 
I 

-I- 

I 
I 

-I- 

I 
I 

-I- 
I 
I 

-I- 

I 
I 

-I- 



MUCH VERY HtJC' 

H 

2.1 3.1 -'♦..I 5. 

I I-J .'T'^lr 

.21 6 -1 11 I 17 
5.6 I 16.7 I 3.0.6 .1' «»7.2 
1— I--- I — - 

2 1 9 1 19 I 17 
t».l I 18. «♦ I 38.8 I 3k. 7 

■ I I I - 

11 I 15 I 9 1 7 

25.6 I 3«».9 I 20.9 I 16.3 

.... 1 1 1 — 7. 

5 1 8 1 9 1.8 
16.1 I 25.8 I 29.0 I 25.8 
I I I 

3 1- 6 1 11 I 6 

10.0 I 26.7 I 36.7 I 20.0 
— I -I 1 

5 1 10 I ■ 2f I ■ 10 

9.6 I • 19.2 I 51.9 I 19.2 

1 1 1- 

.61 1«» I 12 I 21 

10.9 I 25.5 I 21.8 I 38.2 

— 1 1— I 

7 1 2 1 7 1 .5 

30. 1 8.7 I 30. «» I 21.7 
I I I 

5 1 ,13 I 19 I ik 
9.6 I 25.0 I 36.5 I 26.9 

I 1 

,fl I 2 1 3 1 2 

0 I 25.0 I 37. 5^ I 25.0 

I--T I I : 

V6 87 127 107 

12.1 23.0 33.5 28.2 



y on 



'row 

TOTAL 



36 
9.5 

'♦9 
12.9 

'♦3 
11.3 

31 
6.2 

30^ 
.7.9 

52 
13.7 

55 
IW.S 

■ 23 
6.1 

52 ■ < 
13.7 

8 

2.1' 

379 B-50 



Ite m a 22 (Admit^s. ) "in yov^r distri5Jt( classroom) do teachers assess 
J 21 (Teachers) level of students' performance?" 



A, According to positioae 

INONE LITTLE 
\ 



SOiE 



MUCH 



VERY MUC 
H 



the 



ROW . 
TOTAL 





I i.I 


• 2.1 


3. 1 


I 


^ r- T 

5.1 






I 0 


I 


0 ] 


2 ] 


k ] 


6 I 


12 


• CENTRAL AOMIN 


I 0 


I 


0 I 


16.7 1 


33.3 ] 


50.0 I 


3.2 


2. 


I 0 


I 


1 ] 


: 7 ] 


15 ] 


kZ I 


66 


* BLOG AOMIN 


I 0 


I 


1.5 1 


10.6 ] 


22.7 ] 


L 65.2 I 


17. 


3. 


I 3 


I 


2 ] 


10 ] 


I iz : 


[ I 


77 


SCNORY TCH.R 


I 3.9 


I 


2.6 ] 


[ 13.0 ] 


[ 16.9 ] 


[ 63.6 I 


20.3 




I 0 


I 


*2 ] 


: 1 r . 




r 1 R 7 T 

1 0 0 1 


c c H 


ELEM''T3HR* 

• 


I ; 0 


I 


.9 ] 


: 7.6 ] 


[ 18.8 ] 


[ '72.8 I 


59. 1 


COLUMN 


3 


— 1-- 


5 


36 


7k 


2.61 


379 


TOTAL • 


.8 




1.3 


9.5 


19.5 


58. 9 


lOQd^ 

w 


• 

B. According to school districts 




ft 








INONE 


LITTLE 


SOME 


MUCH 


VERY f(uC 


ROW 














H 


TOTAL 


Y 




i.I 


2.] 


[ ^ 3#: 


[ <».: 


[ 5.1 





















PROVIDENCE 



CRAMS TON 



"SKTHFLO 



CNTRL FALLS 



1. 
2. 
3. 



'5.: 

m SM • THFLO 



WOONSKT 
WARWCK 
HSTRLY 
MOLfWN 



NSHORH^ 

ERIC 



6. 



7. 



8. 



9. 

10. 



0 
0 



1 

1.8 



1 



1 

1.9 



0 

'• 0 



1 

2.0 



1 

2.3 



2 

6.5 



0 
0 



1 

'♦.3 



1 

2. -8 



8.2 



2 

!f.7 



12.9 



1 

3.3 



10 
19.2, 



2 

3.6. 



> 3 
13.0 



7 

P13.5 



2 

25.0 



8 

22.2 



10 
20. (f 



1(».0 



7 

22.6 



5 

1A.7 



13 
25.0 



12 
21.8 



17. «♦ 



5 

9.6 



50.0 



27 
75.0 



3k 
69. (f 



3^" 
79. l\ 



18 
58.1 



80.0 



29 
55.8 



<fO 
72. 7 



Ik 
60.9 



39 
75.0 



2 

25.0 



COLUMN 
TOTAL 



^30 



3 
.8 



5 

1.3 



36 
9.5 



7k 
19.5 



261 
68.9 



36 

; 9.5 

'♦9 
12.9 

^♦3 
11.3 

31 
8.2 

30 
7.9 

52 
13. 7 

55 
Ik, 5 

23 
6.1 

5i 

13.7 



( *^ 8 
2.1 



379 b. 
100.0 



•51 



Item ft 23 (Adminis, ) "Som,e people have said that the abovg 4 statements ^ 
# 22 (Teachers ) taken together comprise what is called individualized, 
instruction. To what extent does [this] exist*?" 

A. According to positions • ' ' ' 



- 


I NONE 

I 1. 


LITTLE 
I 2.] 


SOHE ' . 
I 3. 


MUCH 


VERY MUC 
H ■ 

I 5.1 


ROW 
TOTAL 


1. 

CENTRAL AOMIN 


I 0 
I 0 


I 3 ] 
I 25.0 


[ 3 
I 25. 0 


I 3 
I 25.0 

_ ♦ 


I 3 .1 
I 25.0 I 


12 
3.2 


^ 2. 

BLOG AOMIN 


I Q 
I 0 


I ' 5 ] 
I 7.8 . 


I !«♦ 
[ 21.9 


r 32 . 

I 50. d- 


I 13 I 
I 20.3 I 


6(» 

i7;o 


3. 

SCNORY TCHR 


I' 2 
I 2.6 


I 2C ] 
I. 25.6 ] 


C 

I t*3,f> 


I 7 
I 9. Ov 


I 15 I 
I 19.2 I 


7-8 
2 0. ,7 


ELEM TCHR 


I ■ 1 
I .5 


I 9 
I >.l 


I 62 
[ 27.9 


I • 86 
I 38.7 


I ' Sk I 
I 28.8- I 


222 
59. C 


V COLUMN 
TOTAL 


3 
.8 


57 
9.5 


113 ' 
. 30.1 


128 •• 
3(*.0 


95 
25.3 


376 
100..0 



B. Accgrding to schobl districts 



NONE LITTLE SOME 

l.I 2.1 



rfuCH 



/ providence' 

.1 


^.1. I 


0 
0 


I 
I 


1 

2.9 


I 
I 


h 

11. «♦ 


I . 18 
I 51.'* 


I 
I 


12 
31*, 3 


I 
I 


35 
9.3 


CRANSTON 


1 

i 


2. '='1 


Q 
0 


I 
I 


1* 

8.5 


I 
I 


8^ - 
17.0 


I 2«» 
I . 51. 1 


I 
I 


11 
.23. <♦ 


I 
I 


1*7 
12.5 


SMTHFL3, 




3 ." I 


0 

b 


I 
I 


7 

16.3 


I 

i 


2.1" 
l»8. 8 


I 8 
I 13.6 


I 

• I 


7 

16.3 


I 
I 


♦ 

'♦3 
11.4 


CNTRL FALLS 


- I 


1' 

3.2 


I 
I 


7 

22.6 


I 
I 


7 

22. 6 


I 11 
I 35.5 


I 
I 


5 

16.1 


I 

- I 


31 
8.? 


NO SM 


5. I 

THFLOt I 


0 
0 


I 
I 


2 

6. .7 


I 
I 


13 
'♦3.3 


I^ 3 
I 10.0 


I 
I 


12 

wo.o 


I 
I 


30 
8. 0 


WOONSKT 






* 1 
1.9 


I 
I 


2 

3.8 


I 

I ' 


19 . 
36.5 


I 19 
I 36.5 


I 
I 


11 
21.2 


I 
I 


52 
13. 8. 


WARWCK 




u 'I 


1 

1.8 


' I 
I 


6 

10.9 


I 
I 


18 
32.7 


I . 22 

I wb.o 


I 
I 


' 6 

8 

11*, 5 


I 
I 


55' 
1>.6 


WSTRLY 




8. I 


0 
3 


I 
I 


5 

21.7 


I 
I 


7 

30.W 


I .. 3' 
I 13.0 


I> 
I 


8 

3(*, 8 


I 
I 


23" 
6.1 


moltwn' 




9. . I 


0 
0 


I 
I 


2 

3.8 


I 
I 


16 
30. 8 


I 15. 
[ 28.8 


I 
I 


19 
. 3.6. S 


I 
I 


52 
-13. 8^ 


NSHORHi 




10. I 


0 
0 


I 
I 


1 

12.5 


I 
I 


0 ] 
0 ■] 


I ' 5 
: -62.5' 


I 


2 

25.0 


' I 
I 


8 

2.1--^- 


ERJ.C 


COLUMN 
TOTAL 


3 
• 8 




37 
9.8 




113 
30.1 


128 
' 31*, Q 




'95 
25.3 


rl 


B- 

376 

100. 0 



I*, I 



VERY MUC 
H 

, 5.1 



ROW 
TOTAL 



Item H 23 (Teachers) 



"Is there njore individualized instruction this year 
than last in vou?) classroon< ?" 
A. According to poRit.iona. 

ROW 
TOTAL 



YES 



NO 



7; 





l.I 


2.1 


W'.I 


5.1 




2. I 

PLQG' AOMIN 1 


0 I 
Q I 


1 

50.0 


I 
I 


1 I 
50.0 I 


0 

0 


I 

t 


2 
.7 


3.. ] 

SCNORY TCHR . ] 


WO I 

■53.3 I 


1*5,3 


I 
I 


0 I 
0 I 


1 

1.3 


I 
I 


• 75 
25.9 


*** J 

ELEM TCHR 


131 I 
[ 61.5 I 


82 
38.5 


I 
I 


0 i' 

0 I 


0 

. 0 


I 
I 


213 
73. W 


COLUMN - 
TOTAL 


1*71 
59.0 


117 
WO. 3 




1 

.3 


1 
.3 




29a 

100.0 



ERIC 



B. According to school districts , 
[YES' NO 



ROW 
TOTAL 







1»J 


- 2 . 


I 


/a T 


< 


1 X ^ 




1. I 

PROVIDENCE I 


19 : 
67.9 : 


[ ' 8 
[ 28^6 


I 
I 


1 I 

3.6 I 


0 

• 0 


I 

I 


28 
» 9. 7^ 


CRANSTON 


2. I 


12 
33.3 


2W 
I 66,7' 


I 

I 


C I 

0 i 


0 
0 


I 
I 


36 
12. W 


SHTHFL3 


3. I 


22. 
61.1 


I . 

I 38.9 


I 
I 


0 I 
0 I 


• 0 
0 


I 
I 


36 
12. «♦ 


W. ] 

CNTRL FALLS • I 


12 

60. a 


I - 8 
I WO^ 0 


1 
I 


0 I 
0 I 


0 
0 


I 

"I 


20 
6.9 


NO SM . 


5. 

THFLO. 1 


16 
69.6 


I ' 7 
I 3 0 , W 


I 
I 


. 0^ i 

* 0 I 


0 
0 


I 
I 

-I 


23 
7.9 


WOONSKT 


6. ] 


: 26 
: 65.0 


I iw 

I 35.0 


I 
I 


M 


0 

0 ' 


■ I 
I 


WO 
13. 8 


HARWCK 


7. : 


[ 2Z 
t 50.0^ 


I ° "23 ■ 
I 50» 0 


I 
I 


0 I 
0 I 


- 0 
. 0 


I 

I 


W6 
15.9 


WSTRLY 


8. 


[ 6 ■ 
I if2.9 


I 50.0 


I 


0 I 

• 0 I 


1 

7.1 


I 
I 


tw 

W.8 


MOLTMN 


9. 


I 33 
I 78,6 


I 9 
I 21'. W 


I 
I 


d I 
0 ] 


0 
0 


I 
I 


• W2 
1W.5 


NSHORHM 


10. 


I 2 
I WQ.O 

« 


I . 3 
I 60.0 


I 
I 


0 ] 
0 ] 




I 
I 


5 

' 1.7 




COLUMN 
TOTAL 


. 171 
59.0 


U7 
(»0«3 




1 

.3 


1 




290 
100.0 
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Item #24 . "Is there more individualized iftstruction this year than last 
in your district/building?" 

A. According top ositiQ"^ ... s-* 

— ^^^^ 

TOTAL 



ERIC 



» J 


l.I 


2.1 


<4. I 


5.1 




1. 1 

CENTRAL ADMIN 1 


[ 8 I 
[ 66.7 I 


t» I 
33-. 3 I 


0 I 
0 I 


0 I 
0 I 


' 12 
3.. 8 


2. ] 

BLOG ADMIN 


t kZ 1 
I 66.7 I 


21 I 
33.3 I 


0 1 
0 I 


-0 I 
.0' I 


63 
20.1 


3. 

SCNORY TCHR 


I 37 I 
I 56.1 " I 


27 I 
(fO.9 I 


1 I 
1.5 


" 1 I 
1.5 I 


66 
21.0 


(f. 

ELEM TCHR 


I 123 I 
I 71.1 I 


50 I 
28.9 I 


0 I 
0 I 


0 I 
0 I 


173 
55. 1 


COLUHN 
TOTAL 


210 
66.9 


102 ^ 
32.5 


1 
. 3 


1 
. 3 


31«» \ 
100.0 


B. According to school districts 










I YES 

T • 

I l.I 


NO 

2.1 




5.1 


ROW 
TOTAL ^ 


- 0 


I 0 I 
I 0 I 

T — T 


0 I 
0 I 


0*1 
0 I 


0 I 


9 . 
2.9 


1. 

PROVIDENCE- 


I 21 1 
I 67.7 1 


•10 I 
32.3 I 


0 I 
0 ! 


0 ''I 
0 I 


J° ' 

-<^579 


2. 

CRAJJSTON 


I 21 I 
I 52.5^ 1 


19 I 
h7.5 I 


0 I" 
0 ^I 


0 I 
0 I 


/tfO ' 
12.7 


SMTHFLD , 


I 2(f I 
I 82.8 I 


5 I 
: 17.2 I 


0 ^. ~ 
i) n 


0 I 
0 I 


29 
9.2 


CNTR:L RALLS 


I 23 ] 
I 76.7 I 


—V— -I 

7 I 
23.3 I 


0 I 

0 I. 


0 I 
0 I 


30 
. 9.6. 


5. 

NO SM THFLD 


I 16 . ] 
I 72.7 I 


6 I 
27.3 I 


0 I 
0 I 


0 I 
0 I 


22 
7.0 


6. 

WOONSKT 


I 25 ^] 
I 6(f.l ] 


13 I 
[ 33.3 I 


1 I 

2.6 "1 


0 I 

0 ■ • I 


39 ' - ■ 
12. (f 


7. 

WARWCK 


I . 30 ] 
I 60.0 ] 


[ 20 I 
[ (fO.O I 


0 I 
0 I 


0 I 
0 I 


50 
15.9 


8* 

WSTRLY 

* * • 


I 12 ] 
I 52.2 ] 


[ 10 I 
[ «f3.5 I 


0 I 
0 I 


1 I 

<f.3 I 


. 23 
7.3 


9. 

MDLTWN 


I 36 ] 

I 100. o; ] 


0 I 

[ 0 1 


0 I 
0 I 


0 I 

Qy i 


36 

tt 

11.5 


10. 

NSHORHM 


I . 2 ] 
I (fO.O ] 


3 1 
[ 60.0 I 


0 I 
0 I 


0 I 
0 I 


. 5 B-'54 
1.6 

* 



COLUMN 
TOTAL 



• 210 
66/9 



102 
32.5 



1 
.3 



1 
.3 



31«» 
100.0 



Item # 25, *^To what extent does your staff develop precise and measurable 

goal statements for growth in cognitive 4cnowledge for students?'* 



A. According to positions _ 

:mone little 



SOME MUCH ^ VERY MUC ROW 

H TOTAL 





t ' l.I 


2.1 


3.1 




5.1 




1. 


I 1 


I 


••21 


2 I 


5 I 


2 


I 


12 


CENTRA. AOMIN 


I ft. 3 


I 


16.7 I 


16.7 I 


kl»7 I 


16. 7 


I 




2. 


I 3 


I 


11 I' 


25 I 


ir I 


10 ■ 


I 


66 


4 

BLOG AOMIN 


I k.S 


I 


16.7 I 


37.9 I 


25.0 1 


15.2* 


I 


1 r • O 


















3. 


I 2 


I 


7 I 


27 I 


29 I 


12 


J 


77 


SCNORY rCHR 


I 2.6 


I 


9.1 I 


35.1 I 


37.7 I 


1^.6 


r , 


20.5 


1*, 


I 8 


I 


. 17 I 


60 I 


82 I 


53 


'I ■ 


220 


ELEM T:HR 


I 3.6 


I 


.7.7i I 


27.3 I 


37.3 I 


2t».l , 


I 


58.7 


COLUMN 






37 


11<» 


133 






-375 


■» TOTAL 


3.7 




9.9 


30*^- 


35.5 


24.5 ' 




roo-.o 



B. According to school districts 

[NONE LITTLE SON: 



PROVIDENCE 
CRANSTON 
SMTHFLD 
CNTRL FALLS 

NO SM THFLO 

I ' 
WOONSKT 

HARWCK 
HSTRLY 



1. 

2. 

< 

3. 

5. 

6. 
7. 

8. 



MOLTMN 
NSHORHH 



ERJC 



9. 
10. 



COLUHN 
TOTAL 



MUCH 



VERY MUC 



ROW 
TOTAL * 



-I 
-I- 



l.I 

1, 

0 I 
0 I 

0 I 

0 I 

— I. 

1 I 



2.1 



3. 



6.5^ 



5 

13.9 



6 

13.0 
7 



I 
I 

•I- 
I 
I 



■ Iff 
27.8 



16 
3<». 8 



13 
(»1.9 



12 
1*0.0 

2«» 

t»7;i 



t» I 

13.3 I 
1- 



16 
131. «♦ 



I 8 

Z,h I .16.7 I 19.0 

• I 1 • 

2 1 6 1 5 

I 19. <♦ I 16.1 

•I I- • 

5 1 ,3 1 
16.7 I » 10.0 I 
1 1. 

2 1 3 1 

3*9 I 5.9 I 

I 1- V 

2 1 2 1 13 

3.6 I 3.6 I 23.2 
1 1- — - 

II II ,7 

<t.3' I <».3 I 30.-4 

r 1 

t I 3 1 17 
1.9 I 5.8 I 32.7 . 
1 1 i 

0 1 I I 2 

0 I 12.5 I 25.0 

, 1 1— 

1«» 37 ^ . 133 

3.7 9.9 30. *» 35.5 



12 
33.3 



t».I 
.--I- 

I 
I 

1- 

16 I 
3«»/8 I 
• I- 

19 *r 

<»5.2 I 



26 
<»6.<» 



'6 

26.1 



I 
I 

•I- 
I 
I 

•I- 
I 
I 

•I' 



17 I 
32.7- I 



50.0 



•I- 
I 
I 

•I- 



5.1 

I 

9 I 

25.0 I 
I* 

• 8' I 
17. <♦ I 

1 

7 I 

16.7 I 
I 

5 I 

16.1 I 
1 

6 I 
20.0 I 

-I 

6 I 

11.8 I 
1 

13 I 
t23.2 I 

1 

. 8 I 
3<». 8 I 

-.- 1 

1«» I 

26. 9 I 
1 

1 I 
12.5 I 
1 

77 
20.5 



36 
9.6 

'♦6 
12.3 

'♦2 
11.2 

31 
8.3 

30 
8.0 

51 ' 
13.6 

56 

23 
6.1 

52 
13.9 

. 8 
2.1. 

100.0^34 



Item #26. -"To what extent does your staff develop precise and measurable 
, goal statements for growth in affective areas for students in your 



school 



A. According to positions r 

[NONE LITTLE SOME 



MUCH 



l.I 



2.1 



3.1 



VE^Y MUC ROW 
H- TOTAL 

k.l '5.1 

1 1 



!• I 

CENTRAL AOMIN I 
^ — I 

2. I 

"blogaomin I 


2 

lb . r 


I 

T 
1 


3 


I 

T 


• 2 
16.7 


I 
I 


k 

33.3 


I 
I 


1 

8.3 


6 

9.1- 


I 

I 


18 
27.3 


I 

I 


27 


I 

T 
1 


12 


I 
I 


3 

' '♦.5 


3." : 

SCNO.RY TCHR 


6 

: 5.0 ' 


I 
I 


10 
13.3 


I 
I 


35 
W6.7 


I 
I 


16 
21.3 


I 
I 


8 

10.7 


ELEM TCHR ] 


[ 12 
t 5.5 


I 
I 


23 
10.5 


I 
I 


71 
32.3 


I 
I 


75 
3<».l 


I 
I 


• 39 
17.7 


COLUMN 
TOTAL 


26 
7.0 




5k 
1«».5 




135 
36.2 




107 
28.7 




51 
13.7 



12 
3.2 



r- 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
•I 
I 
I 
•I 

373 



66 
17.7 

75 
20.1 

220 
59.0 



• 




1. 

P4?0tfI0ENCE 

1- 


cra'nston 


2. 


SMTHFLO 


3. 


CNTRL ^ALLS 


NO SM 


5. 

THFLO - 


WOONSKT 


6. 


WARHCK 


* 7.. 


• WSTRLY 


8. 


MOLTWN 


• 

.9. 


MSHORHM 


10. 


ERIC ' 


COLUMN 
TOTAL 




ROW 
TOTAL 



' 36 
9'. 7 

' i»7 
12.6 

11.3 

31 
8.3 

30 
8.0 

i»9 
13.1 

56 
15. C 

23 
6.2 

51 
13.7 

8 

2.1 

373 
100.0 
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Item # 27'(Adminis> ) , *'To what extent does your district/building develop clear 

' and measurable goal statements for all students to attain 
} . ' ' 'before^graduation?*' 



A.' Acje^ordtng to positions 



CENTRAL AOMIN 
8L0G AOMIN * 
ELEH TQHR 



NONE 



COLUHN 
TOTAL 



LITTLE 



SOME 



rfUGH 



i.i 

■ 

2 1 0 
16.7 I 0 
• I 

5 I ♦ 12 
8.2 I 19.7 
1-- 

0 1 0 

0 1 0 
a— I - 

7 12 
9.5 . 16.2 



3.1 << 

h \ % 
33.3 I 33.3 

I-^— - 

15 I 19 
2%. 6 I 31.1 

I 

II .0 
100.0 I 0 

I — 

20 23 
27.0 -31.1 



^ VE^Y MUC 
H 

5. 



' 2 
16.7 



10 
16. <f 



12 
16.2 



ROW 
TOTftL 



1^ 
16.2 

61 
82,. <» 

1 

l.(» 
7«» 

ioo. 0 



B.' According to school cUstricts 

NONE LITTLE SOHE 



PROVIDENCE 



CRANSTON 
SMTHFLO 



1.- 



2.' 



3. 



ON.TRL FALLS 

' • -3. 

NO SM THFLO . 



MODNSKT 
HARMCK 

V 

WSTRLY 
MOLTWN 



7. 



8. 



NSHORHH 



.10.' 



ERIC 



MUCH 



VERY MUC 
H 



COLUHN 
TOTAL 



7 

9.5 



12 
16,2 



20 
27.0 



23 
31.1 



12 
16. 2 



ROW 
TOTAL 



1. 1. 


. 2.1 


3.] 




I 5.. I 




1 I 
i;.i I 


1 I 
11.1. I 


t» ] 
<»<».<» ] 


i~ 

: 11.1 


1^21 
I 22.2 ] 


'9 

: „12.2 


1 I 

12.5 I 


0 I 
0 I 


2 ] 
2-5,0 ] 


[ -50. 0 


I , '11 
I 12.5 ] 


< 

: 8 

10. '8 


0 I 
0 I 


28.6 I 


t»2.-9 ] 


[ 1 

[ lt».3 


I ♦ 11 
I 1(».3 ] 


7 

9.5 


2 I 
22.2 vl 


' 2 I 
22.2 I 


1 ] 
11.1 ] 


: i» 


I .01 
I 0 ] 


9 

[ 12.2 


0 I' 
0 I 


0 *I 
0 I 


1 . ] 
25.0 ] 


: 1 

[ 25.0 


I 2-1 
I 50.0 1 




O^'l 
0 I 


W I 


3 ] 
33.3 : 


• < 

[ 2- 
[ 22.2 


t 0 1 
I 0 1 

T * 1 


• f 
9 

■ 12.2 


1 I 
11. 1 I 


4 

0 I 

•0 I 


1 /] 
11. 1*>] 


[ 5 
: 55.6 


I ^ 2 1 
I . 22.2 1 


9 

12.. 2 


2 I 
25.0 I 


1 I 

12.5 'I 


t ] 
25.0 ] 


: 3' 

37.5 


I 0 1 
I 0 1 


8 

10.8 


0 I 


2 " f 
22.2 I 


2 1 
22.2 ] 


\ 2 
22.2 


I • 3 1 
I 33.3 I 


9 

* 12.2 


0 I 
0 I 


0 I 
0 I 


1 ] 
50.0 ] 


r. < 0 

0 


I 1 1 
I 50.0 ' I 


2 

, 2.7 
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Item a 28 (Adminis^ ) **The previous 3 items are often collectively called 

^performance goals. ^ objectives^ \Do9s your district/ 
building implement such a broad program?*'* 

A . According \o positions 





:none 

: 1.] 


LITTLE 

[ 2 


vSOME 
*I 3.] 


MUCH 

[ (>.. 


VERY MU'C 
rl 

[ 5.1 


ROW 
TOTAL 


1. 1 

CENTRAL AOMIN 1 


: 1 ] 

8.3 ] 


[ 3 
[ 2S.0 


I 
I 


3 ^ '. 
25.0 ] 


[ W ] 
: 33.3 


[ 1 . I 
t 8.3' I 


12 
15.8 


f * 

2. ] 

8LDG AOMIN ' ] 


: 2 ] 

[ 3.1] 


[ 15 
[ 23. <» 


I, 
I 


19 .] 
29.7 ] 


: 19 

: 29.7 


[ 9 I 
[ l«».l I 


8V.2 


" COLUMN 
TOTAL 


3 

3.9 


18 
23.7 




22 
28.9 


23 
3l).3 


10 
13.2 


• -76 
100.0 



According to school districts 



NONE '.LITTLE , SOH^ 



MUCH 



H 



ERLC^ 



COLUMN 
TOTAL 



. 3 
3.9 



18 
23.7 



22 
28.9 



23 
30.3 
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V^RY MUC ROW • 



TOTAL 







I ' ' l.I 


2.1 


3.1 


«».I- 


.5.1 




'providence 


l.\ 


I 0 I 

I ^ 


2 I 
22.2 I 


2 1 
22.2 I 


3 I 
33.3 I 




9 

11.6 


V ■ 

CRANSTON ~ 


2. 


J 0 I 

i^ a- r 


1 I 
9.1 I 


5 I 
«*5.5 I 


2 I 

18. '2 -r 


, 3 I 
^27.3 I 


11 
Ik, 5 


t 

SMTHFLD 


3. 


I 11 

I. I'f.S I 


% I 
57.1 I 


2 I 
2^.6 I 


0 I 

.01 


o"- I 

0 I 


7 
9 

11.8 


CNTRL FALLS 


< 


I 11 
I 11..1 I 


3 ^ I 
33.3 I 


^ 3 "I 
33.3 ■ I 


2 I 
22; 2 I 


0 I 
0 I 

• 


5. 

NO SM THFLO 


.r 0 1 

I '0 1 


1 I 
25.0 I 


0 I 

c 0 I 


2 I 
50.0 I 


1 I 

25.0 I 


k 

, . 5.3 


woon'skt 


'•6.. 


I .11 

I li.5 I 


2 I 
25.0 I 


1 I 
12.5 I 


'* 'I 
50.0 I 


0 I 
0 . I 


8 

10.5 


WARWCK • 


7. 


V I 0 1 

I 0 I 

r ^ T 


0 1 
• 0 I 


k I 
(»(».<» I 


5 I 
55^6 I 


0 I 
0 I 


9 

11.8 


WSTRLY 


8. 


I ■ 0 1 

.V 0 1 


^, I 
5,C.J3 I. 


1, I 
12.5 I 


2 I 
,25.0 I 


1 . I 
12.5 I 


8 

10.5 


MDLTWN 


9. 


I 0*1- 
I . . 0 I 


1 I 
11.1 I 


33.3' I 


; -3 I 
33.3 I 


2 I' 
22.2 I 


9 

ii.r" 


• 

NSHORHM 


10. 


1 -0 1 
I • 0. I 


-S \ 


,1 I 
50.0* I 


0 I 

0 .1 


, 1 I 
50.0 I 


'2 
2.6 



10 , 76 

13.2 loa.o 



Kerr #29 (Adminis, ) "To what extent does your district /building identify 

the wishes and aspirations of students attending the school^' 

A. According to positions ^ 





INONE 


LITTLE 


SOME 


MUCH 


VEJIY MUC 


. ROM . 












H 


TOTAL 




I 1. 


[ 2. 


I 3.1 


(|. 


I 5.1 




1. 


I 0 


I 1 


I 6 


I 


5 


I 0 I 


12 


CENTRAL AOMIN . 


I 0 

1 


I . 8.3 


I 50.0 


I 


'♦1.7 • 


I 0 1 


15.8 


2. 


I ■ 1 


i 11 


I 19 


I 


21 


I 12 I 


6'* 


BLOG AOHIN 


I 1.6 


I 17.2 


I 29.7 


I 


32.8 


I 18.8 I 


8t». 2 


^COLUMN 


- • .1 


12 


25 




■26 


12 


76 


TOTAL 


- 1.3 


15.8 


32.9 




3'».2 


15.8 


100.0 



B. A ccording to schoo 



^P^OvrOENCC" 

CRANSToV'^^ 
SMTHFLO ^ 
CNTRL FALLS 

THFLO 



1. 



2'. 



3., 



5. 



NO 5M 
« 

4IO0NSkT 

WARWCK 

WSTRLY 

MDLTWN 

NSHORKH 



ERIC 



6. 



7. 



8. 



9. 



10. 



COLUMN 
TOTAL. 



NONE 



1 

11.1 



0 

'0 



0 

.0 



0 

. 0 

0 
0 



districts 



ITTLE 



2. 



1 

11.1 



2 

18.2 



0 
0 



. 3 
33.3 



* 1 
25.0 



1 

12.5 



SOME MUCH »£RY MU, 

H 

k.l ^ 5 

I 

2 1 2 
22.2 I -'22.2 

1 

6 1 1 
5'*. 5 I /9,.l 

1 r- 

> I 0 
57.1 I ^0 

1 

0 I . 0 
0 10 

1 

0 1 2 
,',0 I 5C.0 

— V— I 

i: I 0 

0 



0 
0 



«2 
25,.0 

2 

22.2 



3.1 

— i 1- 

; 3 I 
331.3 I 

: 2 I 
18.2 I 

-i- — I- 

:i3 I 

'♦2^9 I 

ItV-i- 

'i^; I 
\bbi7'- I 

■V-^ii-i- 
2V.tf;\ i 



ROW 
PTAL 



3 

3^ 



1 

1.3 



12 
15.8 



12.W\'fA 75.0V\I 
^:,^iiv— 

3'^". 3i.\ I\ 

33.3 Vvr,\\^3.3,V, I\ 3'3. 

37.5 r<CVi2X5 I> .\Z^ . 0 
33.3 I 3|;.;3\\ I Ijvl 

---i---WiVr--^--;^r-- 

■ 0 I ,'.i\xX' • 



32 



I ■ 50 
■I — 

. /26 
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2 5 /2b IV . 12 



9 

11.8 

. 11 
lt».5 

7 

9.2 

» 

9 

11.8 
k 

. 5.3 

8 

10.5 

9 

11.8 

8 

10.5 

9 

44.8 

2 

2.6 

76 
lOQ.C 



Iteikj^^ i,^^ dminis. 1. "To what extent does yoij'^ district/building identify the 

vv\ ^ educatiotial goals that parei^tff^sire the school to address?" 



■ w 



A. Ac'&iording to positions 





inonE 
I 1. 


LITTLE 

[ 2.: 


SOME 

[ 3.: 


MUCH 
[ tf. 


H 

I > 5.1 


D 0 Lt 

TOTAL 


1. 

CENTRAL AOMIN 


I . 

I 8.3 


I . 1 

I 8.3 


[ 6 
I 50.0 


I 2 
I 16.'7 


I 2 I 
I 16.7^1 


12 
15.8 


2. . 

BLOG AOMIN 


I ' 1 
I 1.6 • 


I ^ 8 
I. 12.5 


I 13 
I 20.3 


I 26 
I <»0.& 


I 16 I 
I 25.0 I 


61*, 2 


COLUMN 
TOTAL 


2 

2.6 


9 

11. 8 


. 19 
25.0 


28 
36.8 


18 
23.7 


76 

lao.o 





/ 
















B. 


According to school districts 
















INONE 


LITTLE 


SOM=» * 


MUCH 


¥E><T nub 


D A Lt 

KU W 
















H 


TOTAL 






I 1. 


I 2 . ] 


[ 3.1 










1. 


I . Q 


I 2 ] 


1 


T 
1 


z 


[ ^ ^ I 


9 


PROVIDENCE 


I 0 


I 22.2 ] 


[ 11.1 


I 


22.2 


I ^4 A I 


11«S 




2. 


I ' 0 


I 1 


[ 2 


I 


6 


I 2 1 


11 


CRANSTON 




I 0 


I 9.1 • ] 


[ 18.2 


I 




I 18.2 I 






















3. 


11 


I 0 : 


[ 2 


I 




T AT 


7 


SMTHF4.0 




I IV. 3 


I 0 J 


[ 28.6 


^I 


57.1 


I 0 1 


9.2 






I 1" 








* 


""-^^ 








I 2 


[ 6 


I 


1 


I 0 1 


9 


CNTRL FALLS 


I ^0- 


I 22.2 


[ 66.7 


I 


11.1 


I 0 1 


11.8 




A 


















5. 


I 0 


• 

I 1 


I 0 


I 


0 


I 3 1 


^ k 


NO SM 


THFLD 


I 0 


I 25.0 


[ b 


I 


0 


I 75.0 I 


5.3 




6. 


I 0 


I 1 


I • .1 


I 


5 


I 11 


8 


WOONSKT 




I 0 


I • 12.5 


I 12.5 


I 


62.5 


I 12.5 I 


10.5 






I 0 


I 2 


I 2 


I 


1 


I <» I 


9 


WARWCK 




I 0 


I 22.2 


I ^*22-.2 


I 


11.1 


I I 


11.8 




8. 


I 1 


I 0 


I 1 


I 


<» 


I 2 1 


8 


WSTRLY 




I 12.5 


I . 0 


I 12.5 


I 


50.°0 


I 25.0 I 


10.5 




9. 


I . 0 ' 


I 0 


I i 


I. 


5 


I 2 1 


9 


- MOtTWN 




I 0 . 


I 0 


I 22.2 


I 


55.6 


I 22.2 I 


11. 8 








































10. 


I 0 


I 0 


I 2 


I 


0 


I 0 I 


2 


NSHORHM 




I 0 


I 0 


I 100.0 


I 


. 0 


I P I 


2.6 




COLUMN 


2 


9 


19 




28 


18 


76 


ERLC 


TOTAL 


2.6 


11.8 * 


25.0 




36.8 


23.7 


100. Q 












• 





Item # 31 (Admiriis, )^ ^*To what extent does your district/building identify the 

^dudational goals that professional staff desire the schooKs) 
to address?" 



A. According to positions 





INONE 


LITTLE 


SOME 


MUCH 


VE^Y MUC 


ROW 












H 


•TOTAL 




I 1.: 


[ 2 . 


[ 3 . 


[ kt'. 


[ 7.1 




1. 


I 0 


[' 0 


I 5 


I 5 


I 2 I 


12 


CENTRAl. AOMIN 


I Q 


I 0 


I kl,7 


I i»1.7 


I 16.7 I 


' 15.8 




!\ • 1 


I 1 


I 11 


[ 28 


I 23 I 


bk 


8L0G AOMIN 


I 1.6 


I 1.6 


I 17.2 


[ <»3.8 


I 35.9 I 


8W.2 


COLUMN 


1 


1 


16 


33 


25 


76 


TOTAL 


. 1.3 


1.3 


21.1 




32.9 


100.0 



B. According to school districts 

. INONE LITTLE SOME J1UCH VERY MUC-'* ROH 

I H • * TOTAL 







1 . T 

X • X 


2 . T 






5^1 




1. I 

PROVIDENCE I 


1 I 
11. 1 I 


0 I 
0 I 


1 I 
11.1 I 


• 3 I 
^3.3 ] 


l» I 
W I 


■9 

11.8 


CRANSTON 


2. I 


0 I 

0 , I 


0 I 
0 I 


1 I 

9.1 I 


8 I 
72.7 I 


2 I 
,18.2 I 


11- 
1«».5 


SMTHFL3 


3. I 


- 0 I 
0 I 


0 I 
0 .1 


1 I 
li^.S I 


. 5 I 
71. W 1 


1 I 
1«».3 I 


7 

9.2 


, I 

CNTRL FALLS I 


0 I 
0 I 


0 I 
0 I 


7 I 
77.8 I 


2 1 
22.2 1 


6 I 

: . 0 I 


9 

11.8 


NO SM 


5. I 

THFLO ■ I 


0 I 

^ 0 I 

* 


0 I 
0 I 


1 I 
25.0 • I 


(01 
0 ] 


3 I 
75.0. .• I 


<♦ 

5.3 


HOONSKT 


6. I 


0 I 

.. 0 I 


0 I 
0 I 


2 I 
25.0 I 


5 I 
62.5 1 


/ t I 

: 12.5 I 


- 8 
10.5 


t 

HARHCK" 


' ^ 7. I 


0 r. 

0 I 


1 I 
11.1 I 


• 1 I 
>l.i .1 


• 

3 1 
33.3 ] 


w • I 
<»(».<» I 


9 

^ 11.8 


W.STRLY 


8. I 


0 I 
0 I 


0 I 
0 I 


■\ I I 
i2.5 I 


3 ..] 
37.5 1 


[ w I 

50.0 I 


8 

10.5 


tjOLTHN 


9. . I 


0 I 

'0 .1 


0 I 
0 I 


0 I 
0 I 


W ] 
<»<».<» ] 


•/ 5 1 
[ 55.6 , I 


9 

11.8 


' NSyORHi 




0 1 
0 I 


0 -^ i 

0 I 


1 I 
^0.0 I 


0 ] 
0 ] 


11 
50.0 I 


. 2 
2.6 


ERIC 


.-COLUMN 
• TOTAL 


1 

i.3 


' 1 

1.3 


16 
2i;i 


33 
^3.'» > 


25 
32,9 


76 
100.0 



Ite m # 32 (Adminis. ) "To what extent doe's your district /building identify the 

local community needs that the school programs might 
aim at?" " 
A. A ccording to positio.QS 



4 . 


IL£TTLE 


SOME 


hu:h 


VERY MUC 

H 


ROW 
TOTAL 




I 2 . ' 


[ 3* 




T C T 




• 

* 1. 

CENTRAL AOMIN 


I 1 
I. 8.3 


I 3 
I 25.0 


I 8 
I 66.7 


I 0 1 
I 0 1 


12 
15.8 


2. 

BL06 AOMIN 


I 10" 
I 15.6 


I 10- 
I 15.6. 


I 26 
I (»0 .6 


I 18 I 
I 28.1 1 


6<» 

2 


^' COLUMN 
' TOTAL 


11 
1<».5 


13 
17.1 


Zk 
kk,7 


18 
23.7 


ib.0 



B. According to school districts 



ROW 
TOTAL 



PROVIDENCE 




MOLTWN 



NSKORHH 



COLUMN 
TOTAL 



B-6% 



Item # 33 (Adminis> ) "To what extent does your district /building develop 
.T ^ priorities for the educational goals deemed important 

by all groups mentioned in the last four itfems?^* 





I NONE 

T 

I I*. 


LITTLE 

I 24j[' 


SOME 


MUCH 
I ' k. 


Very muc 

H 

I ,5.1 


ROW 
TOTAL 


CENTRAL AOMIN 


I 1 

I 8.3 


I 0' -1 
I 0 I 


<» 

33.3 


I . 6 
I 50.0 


I 11 
I 8.3 1 


12 
15.8 


2. 

BLOG AOMIN 


i 0 
I 0 


I . 2 1 
I 3.1 1 


19 
29. 7 


I 25 
I 39.1 


I 18 1 
I 28.1 1 


6<f 
8<».2 


COLUMN 
TOTAL 


■" 1 
1.3 


2 

2*6 


23 
30« 3 


31 

in • 

^0 • 8 

n 


19 
25.0 


76 
100,. 0 


B. According to school districiflL 












INONE 

I l.I 


LITTLE SOME 

2.1 3.1 


MUCH 

W.I 


VERY MUC 

H 

5.1 


ROW 
TOTAL 



PROVIDENCE 
CRANSTON- 
SMTHFLO 
CNTRL FALLS 
NO SM THFLO 



•1. 
2. 
3. 



5. 



HOONSKT 

WARWCK 

WSTRLY 

HOLTIifN 

NSHORHi 



6. 



7. 



8. 



9. 



ERIC 



10. 



COLUMN 
TOTAL 



£ - 
1<».3 



0 

0 • 



0 
0 



0 
0 



1 

12.5 



1 

11.1 



0 
0 



0 
0 



1 

11.1 



1 

9.1 



57.1 



7 

77.8 



1 

25.0 



2 

25.0 



1 

11.1 



2 

25.0 



3 

33.3 



1 

50.0 



5 

W5.5 



2 

28,6 



2 

22.2 



5 

62.? 



6 

66.7 



3 

37.5 



3 

35.3 



• 1 
50.0 



5 

i»5.5 



0 
0 



3 

75.0 



1 

11.1 



3 

37.5 



3 

33.3 



1 

1.3 



2 

2.6 



23 
30.3 



31 



19 
29.0 

.142' 



9 

11.8 

11 
.H».5 

7 

9.2 

9 

11.8 

if 

5.3 

8 

10.. 5 , 
9 

11.8 

8 

•10.5 
9 

11. ,8 
2 

2.6 

76 B-6'3 
100.0 



* Item #34 (Adminis^ ) "Some people have said that the above 5 statements taken 

together comprise what is called * needs assessment. ' To 
what extent does your district/building conduct such a, • 
comprehensive needs assessment?" » 



Accordingvto positions 



\ 





inone 


LITTLE - 


SOHE 


MUCH 


VERY MUC 


ROW 


1 










H 


TOTAL 


I 1 • ' 


t 2, 


[ 3. ' 


[ (».] 


[ 5.1 




1. 


I 1 ] 


[ 2 


t 3 


t «♦ ' 


[ 2 I 


12 


CENTRAL AOMIN 


I 8.3 


[ 16.7 ■ 


C 25.0 


[ 33.3 


[ 16.7 I 


16.2 


2. 


I 3 . 


[ 7 


I ik . 


[ 26 


[ 12" I 


62 


BLOG AOMHi 


I (f .8 ] 


[ 11.3 




[ (fl.9 ] 


[ 19. «♦ I 


' W.8 


COLUHN 




9 


17 


30 




7k 


' TOTAL 


5.(f 


12.2 


23.0 


'♦O.S. 


18.9 


100.0 



B. According to school, di.s^rlgjg 



PROVIDENCE 



CRANSTON 



SMTHFLD 



CNTRL FALLS 



3. 



5. 



NO SM THFLO 



HOONSKT 



HARWCK 



WSTRLY 



MOLTWN 



NSHORHN 



7. 



18. 



ERIC 



COLUMN 
TOTAL 



NONE 



LITTLE 



SOME 



MUCH 



VERY HUC 
H 



: 1. 


I 


2.1 


3. I 


<f. I 


5. 


: 0 • 
: 0 


I 
I 


1 I 
11.1 I 


0 I 
0 I 


3 I- 
33.3 . I 


5 

55.6 


[ 1 

[ 9.1 


I 
I 

•I- 


2 I 
18.2 I 


1 I 
9.1 I 


5 I 
1*5,5 I 


2 

18'i-2 


[ 1 
[ 1«».'3 


I 
I 


0 I 
0 I 


«♦ r 

57.1" I 


2 I 
28.6 I 


0 


: a 

I 0 


I 

I 


1 I 
l(f.3 I 


5 I 
71. «♦ I 


1 - I 
l(f.3 I 


0 
0 


[ 0 

: . 0 

: 1 
: 1^.5 


I 
I 

I 
I 


. 1 I 
25.0 I 

' 0 I 
0 I 


0 I 
0. I 

2 I 
25.0 I 


2 1 
50.0 I 

I 

50,0 I 


c 1 

25.0 
1 

12.5 ^ 


[ oV 


'l 


2 I 
22; 2 I 


3 I 
33.3 I 


1* I 
I 


0 
0 


• 1 

12.5 


I 
I 


\ 1- I 

re. 5 I 


1 I 
12.5 I 


1 3 I 
37*. 5 I 


2 

25.0 


: 0 

0 


I 
I 


o\ 'l 


0 I 
0 I 


6 I 
66.7 I 


•3 

33.3 


0 

^ 0 


I 
I 


1 I 

50.0 I 


1 I 
,50^0 t 


0 I 
0 I 


0 
0 


5.<» 




9 

12.2 


.- 17 
23.0 


30 
i*Q,5 


18.9 



ROH 
TOTAL 



9 

12.2 

11 
1«».9 

7 

9.5 

7 

9.5 
(f 

• 5,k 
8 

10.8 

9 

12. 2> 
8 

10.8 
9 

12.2 

2 

7 k 
100.0 



B 



.64 



Item # 35 (Adminis. ) ''Have you made more attempts thiis year to gain access 

to non-local financial support for your district/building 
than last year?" 



k. According to positions 



YES 



NO 



R3W 
TOTAL 





« l.I 


2.r.I 






11 I 


1 I 


12 


CENTRAL ADMIN ] 


91.7 I 


8.3 I 


16.0 


2. ] 


33 I 


30 I 


63 


BLOG .AOMIN - ] 


[ 52. <♦ I 


'♦7.6 -\- 


- S't.O 




-I 




COLUMN 




31 


75 


TOTAL 


58.7 


^1.3 


100.0 



B, According to school dis 



ERJC 



ficts 



ES 



NO 



ROW 
TOTAL 







' 1. ] 


2.1 




1. I 

PROVIOENCE I 


'5 ] 
55.6 ] 


<» I 


9 ' " ■ 
12. 0 


CRANSTON 


2. I 


6 I 
SI*. 5- ] 


5 I 
: %5.5 I 


.. .11 - • 
1''»'.7 


Sh-THFLD 


3. I 


5 ] 
71. <» ] 


2 I 
: 28.6 I 


7 

~9.3 


<». I 

CNTRL FAL%S I 




1 I 

:• 12.5 I 


8 ~ 

low- 


NO**SM 


5. I 

THFLO I 


3 ] 
75.0 ] 


1 I 

[ 25.0 I 


5.3 


MOONSKT 


6. I 


6 ] 
75.0 ] 


: 2 '1 

[ 25.0 I 


8 

10 . 7 ; 


HARHCK 


7. I 


-5 ] 
55 ] 


[ . *♦ I 

[ I 


/v9 

-. i^.'o '. 


HSTRLY 

> 


8. I 


. 3 ' ] 
37.5 - ] 


[-51 
[ - 62*.5 . I 


8 ; ;. ■ ■ ■ 

^10.7 


MDLTWN. ' 


,9. .'l 


*» - 


5"'l 
[ ^.6 I 


9- 

'12.0 


NSflORHM 


I 

10.- I 


0'" 1 
■ 0.. ] 


f-- : 2 ■ I 

[ Jt0 0*0\ I 


2 ' 
- 2.7 , 




COLUMN^ 
TOTAL 


58.7 . 




rioo.o =. ■ "-y 



Item # 36 (Adminis, ) ^ '^Have you received more non-local financial support ' 

for your disttict/building programs this year than last? 



A. According to positions 



NO 



—ROW 
TOTAL 





l.I 


2.1 




1. ] 


8 I 


2 I 


10 


CENTRAL ADMIN 1 


SO.O I 


20.0 I 


lt»'.l 


2. ] 


30 I 


31 I 


61 


8L0G ADHIN 


: 1*9,2 I 


50.8 I 


,85.9 


COLUMN 


38 


33 . 


71 


TOTAL 


53.5 


'♦6.5 


lOQ'.O 



B. According to school districts 



xres . 
I 

I 1. 



NO 



PROVIDENCE 
CRANSTON 
SMIfHFLD 
CNTRL FALLS 
NO SM THFLD 



6 

66.7 



2. 



3 

30.0 



5 

71.'* 



5. 



MOONSKT 
WARHCK 
WSTRLY ; 
MOLTWN 
NSHORHi 



6. 



7. 



10. 



COLUMN 
TOTAL 



I 
I 

-I- 
I 
I 

-I- 
I 
I 

-I 

I 8 
I' ICO.Q 

-I* 

I , '* 

I loa.o 

-I r- 

I 
I 

-I- 

I 
I 

-I- 

I 
I 

-I- 
I 
I 

-I- 
I 
I 

-I- 



57.1 



2 

28,6 



I* 

50.0 



2 

22.2 



38 
53.5 



2. 



3 

33.3 



7 

70.0 



2 

28.6 



0 
0 



0 
0 



3 

'♦2.9 



5 

71. <» 



<♦ 

50.0 



7 

77.8 



2 

100.0 



33 
'♦6.5. 



ROW 
TOTAL 



9 

12.7 

10 
1<^.1 



8 • 
. 11.3 

<♦ 

5.6 

7 

9.9 

7 /■' 
9.9 . 

8 

.11.3 

9 

12.7 

2 

2.8 

71 
100.0 



B-66' 



J- s t-^ 



Item # 37 (Adminis, ) "Have local fun(^ been used to implement any p^gictice 

or program intrbduced to you by the BTA, RITC^ EIC, 
orALC?" 







YES 

1 


NO 

h 2.1 


ROW 
TOTAL 


4 


1. I 


10 

ft 7 7 


I 21 

"T i 7 T 
1 1 D • r 1 


12 

1 ^ n 
1 0 • u 


> 


2. ] 

BLOG ADMIN 1 


25 
39.7 


I 38 1 
,1 60.3 I 


63 
8t».Q: 




COLUMN 
^•OTAL 


35 
i»6.7 


«»0 
53.3 

s 


75 
100.0 




B. According to school districts 


• 




^ • 


• 


[YES 

: 1 


NO 

rl , 2.1 


ROM 
TOTAL 




PROVIDENCE 


[ k 
[ <»(».<» 


I 5 I 
rl 55.6 I 


9 

12.0 


• 


2. 

CRANSTOhi 


[ 3 
[ 27.3 


.1 8 I 
I 72.7 I 


11 
1'».7 


• 


3. 

SMTHFLO 


[ 3 
[ <»2.9 


'l ** ] 
.1 57.1 1 


7 

9.3 


• 


k, 

CNTRL FALLS 


[ 5 
[ 62.5 


I; =31 
•I 37.5 1 


8 

10.7 


• 


5. . 

NO SM THFLD 


I <» 
[ IGO.O 


I .0 1 

-.1 Oy 1 


: " k 

5.3 




6. 

WOONSKT 


E 6 
I 755O 


"'I ; 2 1 

I* 25.0 1 


8 

10.7 


■ ... 


7. 

HARHCK 

• * 


I 2 ^ 7 1 
t 22.2 I 77.8 ] 


9 

: 12.0 


i 


8. 

HSTRLY 


I 2 
I 25.0 


I 6" ] 
I 75.0 1 


8 

10.7 


1 


9. 

MDi,TMN 


I . «♦ 
I <»<».<» 


1 5 ] 
55.6- ] 


: 9 
[ 12.0 


. / 


10. ■ 

NSHORHM 


I * 2 
I 100.0 


iL 0 1 
I 0 ] 


2 

: 2.7 




COLUMN 
TOTAL 


35 
*»6.7 




75 
100.0 



B-67 



Item ^^8 (Admini s, ) '*Are you aware that the Regents have provided to each 

# 27 (TeacheTs ) district within the state the option of using 1/2 day a week 
for staff development?" 



A . According to positi oa3 j s . 

I 



NO 



ERJC 



,f>RO\/IDENCE 
CRANSTON 
SMTHFLO 



CNTRL FALLS 



29 
78. <» 



2. 



16 
33.3 



22 
50.0 



NO SM 




15 
50.0 



B. According to school districts 

I lYES 
I 
I 

— 1 

I. Ml 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



NO 



l.I 

— f- 



2. 



5. 



THFLD 



18 
60.0 



HOONSKT 



MST.RLY 
MDLTWN 
NSHORH'i 



30 
52.6 



7, 
8. 
9. 
10. 



16 
28.6 



12 
.52.2 



20 
37.0 



COLUMN 
TOTAL 



6 

75.0 
<»7.5 



I 
I 

•I- 
I 
I 

•I- 

I 
I 

•I- 

I 
I 

•I- 

I 
I 

•I- 

I 
I 

•I- 

I 

I 
•I- 

I 

I 
-I- 

I 

I 
■I- 

I 

t 
-I- 



8 

21.6 



32 
66.7 



22 
50^0 



15 
50.0 



12 
t»0.0 



27 



71, k 



11 
'♦7.8 



31* 
63.0 



2 

25.0 



203 
52.5 



ROM 
TOTAL 





I 


1.1 


2.1 














4 


I 

* 


4 4 T 

11 I 


1 I 


4 ^ 

12 


UtLrilKAL AUnIN 


I 


O 4 7 T 


0« 0 I 


3« 1 




T 








* 2. 


I 


51 I 


1h I 


65 


BL06 AOHIN 


I 


78.5. I 


21.5' I 


16.8 


<< 








85 


3. 


I 


36 I' 


/»9 I 


SCNORY, TCHR , 


I 


^2.<» I 




22.0 




-I- 






V 


k. 


I 


86 I 


139 I 


225 


ELErf TCHR 


I 


38.2 I 




58.1 












COLUMN 




18<» 


20^ 


387 


TOTAL 




'♦7.5 


52.5 


100.0 



ROW 
TOTAL 



37 
9.6 

. 12. <» 

kit 
11. (» 

30 
7.8 y 

3o; 

7.8 

57 
H».7 

56 
1'».5 

23 
5.9 

1<».0 
8 

2.1 

387 
100.0 
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Kern # 39 (Adminis, ) ^'IXiring the past school year, has ypur school Used the 
. n creachers) half-day. per week staff development rule?'' 

A. According to positions _ ^ • . 





INONE 


LlTTLE^ 


SOME 


MUCH 


' VERY MUC 


ROM 












H 


TOTAL 




I 1. 


I 2.: 

_ V 


I 3. 


I <». 


I 5.t 




1. 


I 5 


I 1 


[ 5 


I 0 


X AT 
I 11 


1 C 


CENTRA. ADMIN 


I t*i,7 


I 8.3 


I i»1.7 


I 0 ; 


I 8.3 I 

T ^ T 


3.1 


Z. 


I kl 


I 3 


[ 15 


I\ 5 


T AT 
I 11 


OP 


RLOG ADHIN 


I 63.1, 


I i».6 


I 23*1 


I 7.7 


I 1*5 I 


16.8 


3. 


I • 55 ' 


I 6 


I 23 


I ^ 1 


T ft T 

I .01 


a c 


SCNOKY lUHR . 


I OH. 7 


1 r . 1 




T * 1 ? 


T n T 




**» 


I 169 


Jf 27 


I - 37 


I 0 


I 11 


225 


ELEM TC«R 


I 71.1 


I 12.0 


I 16. U . 


I 0 


I .(» I 


. 58.1 


COLUMN 


261 


37 


80 


6 


3 


' 3 87 


TOTAL 


- 67. t» 


9.6 


20.7 


lt6 


. 8 


100.0 



B. According to school districts 

:none little some . much 

• 1.]^ 2.1 ,3. 



1. 



PROVIDENCE 
CRANSTON 
SMTHFLO^^ 

« 

pNTRL FALLS 
NO SM T.HFLD 



2. 



3. 



5. 



HOONSKT 



WARWCK 



HSTRLY 



HDLT*IN 



6. 



7. 



8. 



ERIC 



NSHORHM 



10. 



COLUMN 
TOTAL 



8 

21.1 



i»5 
95.7 



i»3 
97.7 



21 
67.7 . 



6 

20. Q 



59.3 



36 
6%. 3. 



12 
52.2 



52 
92.9 



6 

75.0 



261 



5 1 22 
13.2 I 57.9 
1 

2 1 0 

(».3 I ^ 0 
1 

1 I 0 

2.3 I 0 
1 

2 1 '7 
6.5 I 22.6 

1 

9 1 13 
30.0 I (»3.3 



9 I il 
16.7 I 20. (» 
-.--I 

3 I 16 
5.(» I 28.6 

• I-.-r- 

I I 7 

17. i» I 3i.'» 
1 

2 1 ^ 2 

3.6 I ^ 3.6 
, 

0 1 .2 
. 0 I 25.0 
—I 

37 80 
9.6 ' 20.7 



3 

7.9 



0 
0 



0 
0 



.2 
6.7, 



1 

1.9 



0 
0 



0 



VERY MUC 
H 

5. 



0 
0 



0 

0 . 



0 

0- 



1 

3*2 



0 
0 



1 

1.9 



1 

1.8 



0 
0 



1.6 J 



ROW 
TOTAL 



38 
9.8 

«»7 
12.1 

11. (» 

31 
8.0 

311, 
7.8 

• 

5<» 
1(» . 0 

56 
14.5- 

23 

5.9 

«,-. 

5,6 
li».5 

' 8 
2.1 

387 
100.0 
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Item #4 1 (Adminis. ) "Is this an increase in the time you spent in staff 
' . § 50 (Teachers) development over last year?" 



A . According to positions 





I YE S 

T *^ 

I I. 


* 

NO 

I 2. J 


ROW 
TOTAL 




I 7 


[ k I 


11 


CFNTRAL ADMIN 


I 63.6 


I 36. «♦ I 


3.0 




I 8 


I 55 I 


63 


BLOG AOHIN 


I 12.7 


I 87.3 I 


17.0 


3« 


I 19 


I • 65 I 


8'» 


SCNORY TCHR 


I 22.6 


I 77. «» I 


22.7 




I 29 


I 183 I 


212 


ELEM TCHR 


I 13.7 


I 86.3 I 


57.3 


COLUMN 


63 


307 


370 


. TOTAL 


17.0 


83.0 


100.6 



/ 



B. According to school djsbcipts 



NO 



ERIC 



1. 



PROVIDENCE 
CRANSTON 
SMTHFLD 
CNTRL FALLS 
NO THFLD 
HOONSKT 



2. 



3. 



5. 



wa;^:^ck 

HSTRLY 



MOLTWN 



NSHORHH 



7. 



^ 9. 



10. 



COLUMN 
TOTAL 
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1- 

6 I 
16.2 I 
1- 

2 r 

«f.? "l 
1- 

1 I 



^2.;i 
.-/-I 



8 

25.8 



15 
55.6 



'I- 
I 
I 

•I- 
I 
I 

•I- 



8 I 
15. «» I 

1 

13 I 39 
25.0 I 75^.0 

1- 

17 
73.9 

I 

50 
92.6 
•I— >— 
I 7 
I 100.0 
■I 



6 I 
26.1 I 



(» I 

7.«» r 



x.,31 I 
83.8. I 

1 

(»6 I 
95.8 I 
1 

38 I 
97. «♦ I 

— ^— I 
'23 I- 
7«».2 1 
1 

12 I 
I 

1 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



8<».6 



ROW 
TOTAL 



37 
10.0 

■ «»8 
1 3 .;0 ' 

' 39^ 
10.5 

31 
8^ «♦ 

27 
7.3 

"52 
l«».l 

52 
l(».l 

23 
6.2 

5«» 
1<».6 

7 

1.9 



63 
17.0 



307 
83.0 



^3, 



170 
100.0 
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Item // 42 (Adminis> ) ''Pave you done cooperative planning with any institutions 

//"IT (Teachers) of higlier education within the state of Rhode Island during 
~ the past y^r?" 

A. According to positions 



\ 



ERIC 





lYES - 


/ • * 

NO 










TOTAL 




I- t. 


I 2.1 




1. 


I s 12 


I 0 I 


12 


CENTRAL AOMIN 


I ioe.o 


I 0 I 


3.1 




I 29 * 


I 36 J 




BUuG AjHIN 


T J. /. C 

I H^f • b 


T u 1 
1 t> 9« »f J 


i ^ 7 
1 o • r 




^ T 17 


T 1 




SCNORY-. TCHR 


I ,19.8 


I 80.2 ] 


22.1 


k. 


I-, kS 


I 181 ] 


227 


ELEM TCHR 


I 20.3 


I 79.7 ] 


[ 58.2 




-I'"-'. 






COLUMN 


10«» 


286 


390 


TOTAL 


'. 26.7 


73.3 


100.0 



B. According to school districts 



PROVIDENCE 
CRANSTON 
SMTHFL3 
CNTRL FALLS 
NO SM. THFLO 
WOONSKT'- 



WARWCK 



WSTRLY 



MOLTWN 



NSHORHi 



1. 
2. 
3. 
<». 
5. 
6. 
7. 

8. 
9. 
10. 



COLUMN 
TOTAL 



YES^-. 



NO 



\y 1. 

9^ 

23.7- 



22 



6 

13.6 



10 
32.3 



15 
50.0 



16 
2 8. -6 



5 

8.9 



3<».8 



^ 10 • 
18.2 



3 

37.5 



2. 



29 
76.3 



2'7 
55.1 



38 
86. <» 



21 
67.7 



15 
50. 0 



<»0 
71. 



91.? 



15 
65.2 



31.8 



5 

62.5 



lOtf 
26.7 



286 
73.3 



TOTAL 



38 
9.7 

«»9 
12.6 

1*1* 
11.3 

31 
7.9 

30 
7.7 

56 
li*,t* 

56 
Ik.t* 

23 
5.9 

55 
l«».l 

8 

2.1 

. 390 

.to.o.o 
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APPENDIX C 

Tables of 'Open-Ended' Responses in FY '75 Impact Survey, 

t 



i 



Names of "Other" Workshops Cited by Respondents 
(Item #6) 



Cferjtral Administratprs 



[# Respondents] 



• Arts in Education 2 

• SDE Regional Policies 

• Metrics « 

• Interest Centers • • 

• In-Service for New Staff 

• Teacher Services , 

• Music 

• I^earning Disabilities 

• Work for Administrators in EvaL«. 

• Early Childhood 

• Drug Problems 

• Education for Handicapped 



Building Administrators [# Respondents] 

Metr/cation Workshop 7 

Career Education Wo^shop 4 ' 

Principal Managerial ^Objectives. • • 4 

R.I. Council on Arts v 3 

Parent/Teacher Workshop on 

"First Step" 3 

Bilingual Workshop 3 

CAM. 3 

Music « 2 

New Teachers Orientation 2 

Social Studies ♦ • • . ^ 2 

Teacher Evaluation 2 

Budget Preparation 2 

Math Program Development . • • • 2 

Language Arts 2 

Improvisational Techniques ..2 

Student Jobs • • < 

Integration ; 

Englis>K 

Non -Grading Implementation 

Criterion-Reference Testing 

Student Teacher .Center • • 

Reading ;vv* 

Project Manageriieht' 



[# Respondents] 



Mainstreamiag 

Cooperating Teachers • 

Drugs^. 

Safety 

Certification \. 

Types of Learning 

Project Spoke 

f Learning' Disabilities 

A-V Equipment 

Curriculum Revision • • • • 

Sexism.^ • • • • • ^ < 

Group Guidancei • ....l..^ 



ERIC 



C-l s 



Secondary School Teachers [# Respondents] 



[# Respondents] 



• 

«r 
«t 

• 



Writing Objectives for 

Career Education 5 

R eading • • • • : 3 

Slingerland Tests 2 

StatesrWide Testing 7. 2 

Curriculum Development 

in English 2 

Due Process 1 

Teacher Training for 

libraries ; • • • 1 

Athletic injuries ••••••••• 1 



Elementary School Teachers [# Respondents] 

• Metric • 32^ 

• Social Studies 12 

• Science • 11 

• Report Card Structure . . . . . . • 9 

• Reading • • • • • \. 9 

• Handwriting • • • 7 

• Elementary Curriculum -7 ' 

• Test Interpretation 6 

• Bilingual • • 6 

• Portuguese « 6 

• Aquarjlum and Terrarium 5 

• Buildittg Learning Centers 4 

• A Equipment Introduction 4 

• Wisconsin Design inR eading 4 

• Math 3 



Science V 

MIS 1 

Portuguese 1 

Council of Arts in 

Stained Glass .v A 

Parental involvement . 

Title I 1 

Drug Abuse 1 

American Dream, 

Economics .... ^ ..... 1 * 
Learning Disabilities. . . J. 

■f 

[# Respondents] 

Language A rts 3 

Air-it 3 . 

• J » - 

Guidance Test Review . • 3 

LAPS 

Christmas Decor 3 

Career Education 3 

Stuff & Sew 3 

Plants ; ^...2 

Discipline 2 

Volunteers ..^ 2 . 

Economics 480 1 

Cajrpentry . . . . ; 1 

Proj^t Readiness. ..... 1 

Laminating 1 ^ 

r 



m 
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Central Admioistrators 



Individual Needs Addressed by Training 
(Item # U) 



t# Respondents] 



• Helps students in word identification ; 

• Makes teachers comfortable to new science approach • • 

• More flexible instruction from teachers ' 

• Orderly introduction of new staff into school system»»» 

• Communicating with staff and community ......f^..... 

• Reo};ganization of vocational education .i 



Building ^Administrators I# Respondents] 

• Reading program 5 

^# R evieion of language ^ 

arts program 4 

• Lack of knowledge of, 

metric system 3 

• Relf^ children with 

training disabilities •••••••• 3 ' 

• Science teaching 3 

• Problems in mainstr earning. .2' 

• Needs of preschool children • • 2 ' 

• Improve music program, > • • 

• Serve salary needs 

• Build new materials 

• Special Ed* techniques » • • • 

• Writing programs • • • •* 



[# Respondents' 

Budget preparation ••••••• 1 

Awsire of school services 

offered 1 

Labor management problems 

in implementing IGE • • • • 1 , 
Better un^rstanding of MBO-l—^ 
Uow to use'A-V niaterial. • 1 
R evise curriculum ••••••••• 1 

School self -study • • • 1 

Develop objectives for 

art cotirses • • • • < 1 

How-'to motivate students • • • 1 
Ho^y to deal with students 

who are below level • • • • • 1 
Develop goal^for management 
of school 1 
Standard methods of teachgf ^« < 
^ evaluation •••••• 1 



jSecondary Scjidol Teachers : . « 

Updating curriculum ♦ . 3 

Reading Skills 2 

Career education 2 
Dealing with slow learners • • • 2^ 

Individualized instruction M 

Counseling ; 1 



Student motivation 

Drug abuse « « 

Enlarging advisory councl 



1 
i 
1 



New drama techniques ♦ • • • • 1 
Interpffeting test resul^-. • . • 1 
Understand portugues^ • • • • •I 
^ Hidden class problems • • • • J 

Language development 1 

Huinaa. development . . . .^ • • • • 1 
A inateiial •••••• 7r.'|; V t if 

Quality pf life • . . 7. • . . 1 

Evalttate* student teachers • • • 1 



Needs- Addressed by Training - Cotitinued 



Elementary„Schoj!)l Teachers 



[# Respondents] 



[# Respondents] 



• Teach, understand metrics 37 

• A -V materials • • 12 

• Math skills and games 11 

• Construction of materials 11 

• Reading g^mes » 7 

• Fairness of grading ^ . ,6 

• LAPS, .............. JS 

• Interpreting tests 5 

© Portuguese language, culture 4 

• Motivating students 4 

• How to make terra^riums "• 4 

• Comprehensive improvement 4 

• Children with reading problems • ..• 3 



How to evaluate students 3 

How to deal with behavior 

problems • • • 3 

Handwriting .2 

Self -Teaching devices 2 

Working with volunteers 2 

Improve social studies 2 

Change in report cards 2 

Meeting needs of slow children ,2 

Improve music t^ching 1 

A ttention-^getters for Center • • • • 1 



' 1 Training Wanted i-n Other Areas 
^ ;;1 (Item #14) ^ . 

Central Acteiinistrators 



[# Respondents] 



M^tr icatioa • . \ • • • • • ^ • « • «y • 2 

How to cope with emotionally -oriented questions 

no^ related to problem • •.;•••••••••<»'••• • 1 

Curriculum \yriting 
In-service on handicappe4 problems 



1 

► 1 

^ 1 



Building Administrators, 

[# Respon,] 

Math-metric systegi • • . • • ,5 
Righf to^ fRead » ^ • 4 

Tji eading i .t^, 4 

• Curriculutn development^^, .4 
Majth,' science curric^.. ♦ ♦ , 2 

# Writing teacher objectives . , j 
^.^"riting* programs l • 

R6latitig science & art\ .1 

Creative problem -solving . .\ j 
Human" relations • • 1 
Race relations r- •l^ 

^^^^ I ; 



[# Respondents} 



Metrication 

Ihcorpoj*. cultural" arts • • • • 

Irhprovisatioiial tech 

Written communication • • • 
Hows of effective ^leader ship 
<3omij(i]unity relations • • • • 

Leadership training • 

Language arts •••••• 4\ \ . . 

Non-graded school. , ® 
• organization • ♦ • • r 1 



0 A dmihistration . ^^7% . 

• Humaniatic edtrcation 

• Teacher evaluation ^« • 1 



♦ • • • • A 



Training Wanted in Other Areas - Continued 



Secondary School Teachers 

[#Respon.] 

• Minicourses « 2 

• Career education • • 1 

• Bight to Bead 1 

• Modern self -pacing science • • • 1 



[# Bespon, ] 
Individualized instruction •••••• 1 

Bemedial reading ••••••• 1 

Effectiveness of language arts « • 1 
Teaching of low ability students . .1 



Elementary School Teachers 



[# Bespond^] 
21 



• Science * 

• Math • • 14 

• Teaching metrics f 12 

• Beading 12 

• Learning disabilities 9 

• Career education 6 

• Learning centers 6 

• Teaching- disadvantaged kids • • 5 

• Bight to Bead 4 

• Creative problem solving 4 

• SQpial studies 4 

• Laa.guage arts 4 

• Writing behavioral objectives. . 4 



[# Bespond. 

Art 4 

Music , • 4 

Wisconsin Design in Beading, • • • 3 

Gifted children * ^ 

Handwriting ,.3 

Behavior modification for 

ghetto children. .-2 ^ 

Drama ; 2 

Counseling 2 

Grading problems ^ ? 

Elem; conservation 2 

Individualized teaching, ••••••• ^2 

Improvisational dranaaf^ 1 

Multi -learning approach. • • • 1 



New Curricula or Instructional;Practices 
Introduced During Past Year 



Central A dministrators 



(Item #16 - Adminis.) 



# 



# 



Career education 
Cooperative work/stu^y^ 
Metric prograrn 
New science«^ui^r4^ul 
*i^eachers* aidels^^^, 
Language arts • • t ^V^^%^ 
Individualized math 



[# Bespon.] 
2 




[#Bes^n] 



Cross-grade grouping 
Bevised all curricula ...... 

Mini-courses , ••••• 

New reading courses 

New social studies program 
Music program expanded 
Humanistic education program • . • 



J. ' >■: ■ 
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New Curricula/Instructional Practices - Continued 



Building Administrators, . 

[# Responds ] 

• Reading • 9 

• New math curriculurh 7 

" • Metric 6 

• Career education 6 

* . # Science individualized in^ruc. • 5 

• Revised social studies • • • • • 4 

• Language arts 3 

• Drug Prevention • 2 

• Right to Read 2 

• Team teaching • • 2 

• Kindergarten restructured <> • • • «2 

• Project Primed • • • .2 

• Consumer education 1 

• Parliamentary procedures • • • • 1 
' m Grpup counciling 1 



[# Respond* ] 

Creative wjllhing 

Photography 

T.V ^broadcasting 

Basic psychology 

Wisconsin Design in reading 

Ycomprehensive phase) « ^ 

Wisconsin Design in reading 

(study skill) 

Set up resource centers ^•i 

New curriculum guide 

New lang« arts objectives 

Marine science •% 

Elem« crafts center 

Eliminated oversized study hall 

Human relations • • • • 

Indepen(|[ent study program 

Music program 

New art program 



\ 



